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PREFACE    TO    VOLUME    VII. 


The  editor  has  much  sympathy  with  the  desire  which 
has  been  expressed  for  a  current  guide  in  the  shape  of 
a  complete  index  of  subjects,  with  full  cross-references. 
He  does  not,  however,  think  the  requirement  will  be 
conveniently  met  by  a  separate  index  to  each  volume. 

It  is  intended,  on  the  completion  of  the  tenth  volume, 
which  is  now  in  preparation,  to  issue  a  separate  volume 
containing  a  full  index  of  subjects,,  as  well  as  of  cases, 
contained  in  the  ten  volumes,  with  addenda  bringing 
the  whole  up  to  date. 

The  assistance  of  Mr.  A.  E.  Randall  and  Mr.  Agar- 
WALA,  with  whom  is  now  associated  Mr.  J.  Ritchie,  M.A. 
Barrister-at-Law,  is  continued  as  before.  This  may  be 
assumed  in  subsequent  volumes. 

E.  CAMPBELL. 

March,  1896. 
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RULING    CASES. 


CONVERSION   (of  goods). 

Conversion  (of  goods)  is  intended  to  be  dealt  with  under  the 
head  "  Trover." 

And  see  Fowler  v.  Hollins,  Hollins  v.  Fowler,  No.  14  of  "  Agency," 
end  Notes,  2  R.  C.  409,  432. 


CONVERSION   AND   RE-CONVERSION. 

No.  1.  —  FLETCHER  v.  ASHBURNER. 
(1779.) 

No.  2.— ACKROYD  v.  SMITHSON. 
(1780.) 

RULE. 

Where  real  estate  is  directed  (whether  by  will  or  any 
other  instrument  of  settlement)  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
enjoyed  by  X.,  then,  whether  it  have  been  actually  sold  or 
not,  the  interest  of  X.  is  personal  estate,  and  devolves  at 
his  death  upon  the  persons  entitled  to  his  personal  estate 
accordingly. 

But  where  the  instrument  directing  the  conversion  is  a 
will,  then,  so  far  as  the  purpose  for  which  the  conversion 
is  intended  fails,  the  interest  of  the  settlor  devolves  as  if 
no  conversion  had  been  directed. 

Fletcher  v.  Ashburner. 

1  Brown  C.  C.  497-503  ;  Reg.  Lib.  1778  A.,  fol.  447  (s.  c.  1  White  &  Tudor's  L.  C). 

Conversion.  —  Real  and  Personal  Estate. 
A  testator  devised  real  and  personal  estate  upon  trusts,  under  which  his 
"widow  was  to  enjoy  the  property  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  death,  in  trust  to 
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sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  W.  W.  died  intestate  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
widow.  It  was  held  that  upon  her  death  the  real  estate,  although  not  sold, 
devolved  as  personalty  upon  the  next  of  kin  of  W. 

[497]  John  Fletcher,  by  his  will,  devised  his  burgage  houses 
and  free  rents,  in  Kendall,  and  all  his  personal  estate  to 
trustees  and  the  survivor,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators of  such  survivor,  in  trust  to  sell  so  much  as  should  be 
sufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  and  then  to  permit  his  v^^ife  Agnes  to 
enjoy  the  residue  during  her  life,  if  she  so  long  continued  his 
chaste  widow ;  and  after  her  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof, 
and  the  money  arising  thereby,  after  deducting  charges,  and  half 
a  guinea  each  to  the  trustees  for  their  trouble,  to  pay  to,  and 
between  his  son  William  and  daughter  Mary,  share  and  share 
alike,  provided  that  if  his  wife  should  happen  to  marry  again, 
the  trustees  should,  immediately  after  the  marriage,  sell  all  the 
estate  and  effects  given  to  her  for  her  life,  and,  after  such  deduc- 
tions as  aforesaid,  should  pay  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  and 
amongst  his  wife,  his  son  William,  and  daughter  Mary,  share 
and  share  alike,  equally;  and  in  case  either  his  son  William,  or 
his  daughter  Mary  should  die  before  his  or  their  legacy  should 
become  due,  that  the  share  or  legacy  of  him  or  her  so  dying  should 
go  to  the  survivor  of  them.  The  testator  died  leaving  Agnes  his 
widow,  William  his  only  son  and  heir-at-law,  and  Mary  his 
daughter ;  Agnes,  by  the  custom  of  burgage  tenure,  was  entitled 
to  hold  the  bursase  houses  in  Kendall  during  her  chaste  viduitv, 
against  the  disposition  of  her  husband  by  will ;  Mary  attained 
twenty-one,  but  died  unmarried  in  the  life  of  her  mother  and 
brother.  William  was  twenty  one  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  died  without  issue  in  the  life  of  his  mother;  the  mother  died 
the  widow  of  the  testator ;  upon  her  death  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
heir-at-law  of  William  and  John  the  testator,  against  the  trustees 
and  the  personal  representatives  of  the  testator  and  of  the  widow, 
to  have  a  conveyance  of  the  real  estates  devised  by  the 
[*498]  will,  to  the  plaintiff  *the  heir-at-law.  The  representa- 
tive of  the  widow,  who  was  the  sole  next  of  kin  of 
William  the  son,  by  answer,  claimed  the  property  as  personal; 
alleging  that  by  the  direction  to  the  trustees  to  sell  the  real 
estates,  they  became  as  personal  property,  and  as  such,  were  to  go 
to  the  personal  representative  of  William  the  son,  who  survived 
his  sister. 
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The  cause  was  heard  the  11th  December,  1778,  where  the  first 
objection  taken  was  that  the  personal  representative  of  William 
was  not  before  the  Court. 

But  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  (Sir  Thomas  Sewell)  was  of 
opinion  there  were  sufficient  parties  to  sustain  the  question ;  that 
the  personal  representative  was  a  mere  formal  party,  and  that, 
if  he  thought  proper  to  make  a  decree,  a  personal  representative 
might  be  brought  before  the  Master. 

Mr.  Madocks  and  Mr.  Wilson  further  argued,  with  respect  to 
the  principal  question,  that  the  real  estates  devised  by  the  will 
were  still  to  be  considered  as  real  estates,  and  to  go  to  the  real, 
not  the  personal  representative :  that  it  was  clearly  the  intention 
of  the  testator  that  the  estate  should  remain,  and,  whilst  it  did 
so,  was  to  be  enjoyed  by  one  person;  that  he  directed   it  to  be 
sold  merely  for  the  purpose  of  a  division ;  that  in  consequence  of 
the  death  of  the  daughter  no  division  was  to  be  made,  and  there- 
fore the  reason  for  the  directions  ceased;  and  from  thenceforth, 
the  son  alone  becoming  entitled,  upon  the  death  of  his  mother, 
it   was  to  be  considered  as  land;  they  relied  upon   the  case   df 
Flanagan  v.   Flanagan,  8th  June,  1768  (cited  p.  5,  post),  before 
Lord  Camden,  which  was  a  devise  of  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,   in  trust,   out  of  the  personal   estate,  and  by  sale  of  a 
sufficient  part  of  the  real,  to  pay  debts,   the  surplus,  after  pay- 
ment of  debts,  to  A.      A  suit  was  instituted  for  payment  of  the 
debts,  and  the  real  estates  decreed  to  be  sold  :  part  was  sold ;  and 
afterwards  A.  died,  leaving  a  son  and  daughter;  the  cause   was 
revived  against  the  son,  and  it  being  apprehended  that  sufficient 
was  not  sold  to  pay  the  debts,  a  further  part  of  the  real  estate 
was  sold  under  the  order  of  the  Court.      It  afterwards  proved  that 
the   money  produced  by  the  first  sale  was  sufficient  to  pay  the 
debts ;  the  question  was,  whether  the  heir  or  the  personal  repre- 
sentative   was   entitled   to   this   money;  it   was   alleged  by   Mr. 
Wilson,  who  cited  the  case,  that  Lord  Camden's  deter- 
mination was  *  that  whatever  quality  the  fund  then  had,    [*  499] 
such   it  should  retain  ;  and  he  decreed  for  the  personal 
representative :  the  other  cases   mentioned  were   Cruse  v.  Barle// 
and  Bamon,  3   P.    Wms.  20;  and   Dighy  v.   Legard,   before  Lord 
Bathurst  (3  P.  Wms.  22  n. ). 

Mr.  Kenyon  and  Mr.    Chambre  (on   behalf  of  the  defendants, 
the  executors  of  the  widow)  contended  that  the  testator  had  by 
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his  will  directed  the  real  estate,  after  the  death  of  his  widow,  to 
be  sold  and  blended  with  his  personal  estate  and  the  whole  to 
be  divided  between  his  children,  or  in  case  either  of  them  should 
die  in  the  life  of  his  wife,  to  the  survivor.  Upon  the  case  of 
Flanayan  v.  Fkmayaii,  it  was  observed  that  the  Court  determined 
the  produce  of  the  real  estate  to  be  considered  as  personal,  because 
the  Court  had  itself  directed  the  sale  to  be  made  and  the  property 
to  be  changed  for  payment  of  debts ;  the  cases  of  Diyhy  v.  Leyard, 
and  Cruse  v.  Barley  and  Banson,  were  treated  as  inapplicable 
to  the  present  case,  being  cases  of  lapsed  devises;  Durour  v. 
Motteux,  1  Ves.  Sen.  320,  and  Alallahar  v.  Mallahar,  Forrester, 
79,  were  cited  as  decisive  of  the  question  in  favour  of  the 
defendants. 

In  June,  His  Honor  (Sir  Thomas  Sewell)  gave  his  opinion;  he 
observed  that  nothing  was  better  established  than  this  principle, 
that  money  directed  to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and 
land  directed  to  be  sold  and  turned  into  money,  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  that  species  of  property  into  which  they  are  directed 
to  be  converted;  and  this  in  whatever  manner  the  direction  is 
given,  — whether  by  will,  by  way  of  contract,  marriage  articles, 
settlement,  or  otherwise,  and  whether  the  money  is  actually 
deposited  or  only  covenanted  to  be  paid,  whether  the  land  is 
actually  conveyed  or  only  agreed  to  be  conveyed.  The  owner  of 
the  fund  or  the  contracting  parties  may  make  land  money,  or 
money  land.  The  cases  established  this  rule  universally.  If 
any  difficulty  has  arisen,  it  has  arisen  from  special  circumstances. 
In  the  case  of  Swectapple  v.  Bindon,  2  Yern.  536,  it  was  deter- 
mined that  a  husband  was  entitled  to  money  to  be  laid  out  in 
land  as  tenant  l»y  the  courtesy,  and  although  it  is  held  that  a 
wife  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  a  similar  case,  yet  it  is  allowed 
that  it  is  so  held  because  cases  have  been  determined,  and  not 
from  any  princiiile.      The  cases  of  land  to  be  turned  into  money 

are  fewer  than  those  of  money  to  be  employed  in  the  pur- 
[*  500]   chase  of  land.     The  principal  cases  *have  been  where  real 

estates  have  been  directed  to  be  sold,  and  some  part  of  the 
disposition  has  failed  (see  Ackroyd  v.  SmitJison,  p.  8,  post),  so 
that  something  has  resulted  to  the  heir-at-law,  as  in  the  case  of 
Emhlyn  v.  Freeman,  Pre.  in  Clia.  541,  and  Cruse  v.  Barley  and 
Banson.  These  are  all  cases  where  a  devise  has  failed,  and  the 
thing  devised  has  not  accrued  to  the  representative  or  devisee, 
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but  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator.  The  case  of  Durour  v. 
Motteux  is  a  strong  case  to  the  point  now  before  the  Court;  and 
if  anything  coukl  strengthen  the  general  rule,  the  circumstances 
of  the  present  case  would  do  so.  The  testator  has  blended  the 
real  and  personal  estate  together  and  disposed  of  them  without 
distinction  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children.  Both 
real  and  personal  estate  are  made  one  fund.  In  the  case  of 
Durour  v.  Motteux,  Lord  Hardwicke  made  this  a  principal 
ground  for  considering  the  whole  fund  as  personal  estate  :  In  the 
present  case,  it  might  be  uncertain,  till  the  death  of  the  widow, 
whether  the  estates  must  not  be  absolutely  sold  :  both  the  chil- 
dren, indeed,  died  before  her ;  but  she  might  have  married  before 
the  death  of  one  or  both.  The  interests  of  both  the  children  were 
vested,  subject,  as  to  one  of  them,  to  be  defeated  in  case  either  of 
them  died  before  the  mother.  There  could  be  no  election  to  take 
the  fund  as  land  or  money ;  for  where  an  estate  is  directed  to  be 
sold,  and  the  money  divided  amongst  several  persons,  no  one  has 
a  right  to  say  that  any  part  shall  not  be  sold  ;  the  question  there- 
fore is 'merely  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the 
son,  whether  the  personal  representative  shall  take  the  fund  as 
personal  property,  according  to  the  will,  or  the  heir  at  law  shall 
take  it,  as  if  no  will  had  been  made.  The  case  of  Flanagan  v. 
Flanagan  is  a  strong  authority  that  it  shall  be  taken  as  personal 
estate,  according  to  the  will.  In  that  case  the -testatrix,  Sarah 
Wooley,  by  will,  dated  28th  March,  1749,  gave  and  devised  all 
her  real  and  personal  estates  to  Francis  Plumtree,  in  trust,  in  the 
first  place,  out  of  her  personal  estate,  as  far  as  it  would  extend, 
and,  in  the  next  place,  by  sale  of  her  real  estate,  or  a  sufficient 
part  thereof,  to  raise  so  much  money  as  should  be  sufficient  to  pay 
her  debts  and  legacies ;  and  after  payment  thereof,  in  trust  to 
convey  the  residue  of  the  real  estate,  which  should  remain  unsold, 
and  pay  the  produce  of  such  part  as  should  be  sold,  and  all  other 
the  residue  of  her  real  estates,  between  her  father  James  Flanagan, 
and  her  brother  James  Flanagan,  their  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators  equally.  A  bill  was  brought,  by  the  creditors,  for 
sale  of  the  real  estate ;  to  supply  the  deficiency  of  the  per- 
sonal *  estate  for  payment  of  debts  ;  and  a  decree  was  made  [*  501] 
for  a  sale ;  and  if  any  of  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale 
should  remain  after  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies,  it  was 
directed  to  be  paid  to  James  Flanagan  the  father,  and  James 
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Flanagan  the  son,  equally ;  and  if  any  estate  should  remain  un- 
sold, the  trustees  were  directed  to  convey  it  to  them  and  their 
heirs  equally  :  after  the  decree,  James  Flanagan  the  son  died, 
leaving  a  daughter,  and  a  son  born  after  his  death;  part  of  the 
estate  vi^as  sold,  and  afterwards  James  Flanagan  the  grandfather 
died,  leaving  his  grandson  his  heir,  and  his  grandson  and  grand- 
daughter his  sole  next  of  kin  :  after  the  death  of  the  grandfather, 
a  further  part  of  the  estate  was  sold,  under  an  apprehension  that 
the  produce  of  the  first  sale  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and 
legacies ;  it  appeared,  however,  that  the  produce  of  the  first  sale 
was  sufficient.  A  bill  was,  afterwards,  brought  by  the  son  of 
James  Flanagan  the  son,  claiming  a  moiety  of  the  surplus,  as  the 
real  estate  of  James  Flanagan  his  grandfather,  to  whom  he  was 
become  heir  against  the  personal  representative  of  his  grandfather, 
and  against  the  daughter  of  James  Flanagan  the  son,  who  claimed 
a  moiety  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  her  grandfather.  It  was 
objected,  that  the  second  sale,  after  the  death  of  the  grandfather, 
was  improper.  The  Court  determined,  that  the  second  sale, 
actually  made  under  the  decree  of  the  Court,  before  the  Master, 
could  not  be  considered  as  improperly  made  :  that  there  was  no 
fraud,  no  practice,  and  that  the  money  ought  to  go  to  tlie  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  grandfather.  The  case  of  Dighy  v. 
Legard,  3  P.  Wms.  22  n.,  is  a  different  question.  There  the  testa- 
trix (Elizabeth  Byerley)  directed  her  real  estates  to  be  sold  to  pay 
debts  and  legacies,  and  gave  the  residue  to  five  persons,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  one  of  whom  (Lady  Cayley)  died  in 
her  lifetime.  It  was  resolved  that  the  devise,  so  far,  failed  totally, 
and  should  accrue  to  the  heir-at-law.  The  language  of  the  decree 
is  such,  that  the  benefit  of  the  devise  to  Lady  Cayley  should  accrue 
to  the  testatrix's  heir-at-law,  Mr.  Jervoice,  who  was  a  lunatic, 
and  should  be  paid  to  his  committee,  as  real  estate  descended  to 
him.  Tlie  case  of  Scudamore  v.  Scudamore,  Pre.  in  Ch.  543, 
shows  that,  in  all  cases  where  the  dispute  is  between  representa- 
tives, the  heir  or  executor  shall  have  the  fund  according  to  the 
will  or  contract  of  the  persons  who  gave  or  created  it.  There 
was  a  case  of  Ogle  v.  (fool;  heard  19th  February,  1748,  which  was 
this:  Mr.  Ogle  made  his  will  in  1744,  and  gave  his  real  estate 
to  trustees  to  sell,  and  to  vest  the  money  in  stock,  and  i)ay  the 
interest  to  his  wife  during  her  widowhood,  and  after  her 
[*  502]  *  death,  or  marriage,  to  his  two  daughters  equally,  except 
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that  the  eldest  was  to  have  £1000  more  than  the  other;  he 
gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  the  same  way ;  he 
afterwards  conveyed  the  real  estate  to  one  of  the  trustees  named 
in  his  will,  to  whom  he  was  considerably  indebted,  in  trust  to 
sell  so  much  as  should  be  necessary  to  pay  the  debt,  and  as  to  the 
residue  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Ogle :  part  of  the  estate  was  sold,  and 
then  Mr.  Ogle  died.  His  youngest  daughter  died  in  his  lifetime. 
Tlie  bill  was  brought  by  the  widow  and  the  eldest  daughter, 
against  the  son,  who  was  the  heir,  and  the  trustees,  to  have  the 
residue  of  the  estate  sold,  and  claiming  the  share  of  the  youngest 
daughter,  as  personal  estate  of  Mr.  Ogle,  to  be  divided  between 
them  and  the  son,  as  his  next  of  kin.  The  son  insisted  the  con- 
veyance to  the  trustee  was  a  revocation  of  the  will ;  and,  if  not, 
that  the  share  of  the  dead  daughter  was  to  be  considered  as  real 
estate  of  Mr.  Ogle,  and  descended  to  him  as  heir.  It  was  deter- 
mined that  the  conveyance  was  a  revocation  only  pro  tanto,  to 
let  in  the  debt;  and  that  so  much  of  the  estate  as  remained  unsold 
should  be  sold,  and  that  the  money  raised,  or  to  be  raised,  by  the 
sale  of  the  estate,  made  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Mr.  Ogle. 
There  was  another  case  about  the  same  time,  Cunningham  v. 
Moody,  1  Ves.  Sen.  174,  where  by  marriage  articles,  £500  was 
agreed  to  be  laid  out  in  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  use 
of  the  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees,  to  pi'eserve 
■contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  the  husband  and 
wife  should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  a  joint  appointment,  as 
the  survivor  should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  any  appointment 
to  the  children,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them,  if  more  than 
one,  as  tenants  in  commDU  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders; 
and  if  but  one,  to  that  child  in  tail  general,  and  no  appointment 
was  made.  The  father  and  mother  being  dead,  and  the  daughter 
being  married,  the  trustees  paid  the  £500  to  her  and  her  husband, 
and  they  received  it  as  money,  and  executed  a  release.  The 
daughter  had  a  child,  which  died,  and  she  afterwards  died  with- 
out issue.  A  daughter  of  the  settlor  by  a  second  marriage  tiled  a 
bill  against  the  husband,  representative  of  his  wife,  the  daughter 
by  the  first  marriage,  for  the  £500  considering  it  as  land;  and  it 
was  observed  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  money,  but  that  the 
husband  of  her  deceased  sister  was  entitled  to  the  interest,  during 
his  life,  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy.      In  the  present  case,  William 
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Fletcher,  the  son,  had  the  whole  beneficial  title  vested  in 
[*  503]  *him  as  money,  subject  to  his  mother's  interest  for  life 

or  widowhood.  She  was  his  sole  next  of  kin,  and  her 
personal  representatives  are  now  entitled  to  the  estate  as  money ; 
the  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

Ackroyd  v.  Smithson. 

1  Brown  C.  C.  503-515 ;  Reg.  Lib.  1779  A.,  fol.  668  (s.  c.  White  &Tudor  L.  C). 

Conversion.  —  Real  and  Personal  Estate.  —  Lapse. 
[503]  Testator  gave  several  legacies,  and  ordered  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  be  sold,  his  debts  and  legacies  paid,  and  the  residue  to  certain  lega- 
tees, in  the  proportion  of  their  legacies.  Two  of  the  residuary  legatees  died, 
leaving  the  testator.  These  shares  are  lapsed,  and,  so  far  as  they  are  consti- 
tuted of  personal  estate,  shall  go  to  the  personal  next  of  kin,  and  so  far  as 
they  are  constituted  of  real  estate,  to  the  heir-at-law. 

Christopher  Holdsworth,  by  his  will,  gave  {int.  al.)  to  the 
defendants,  Smithson  and  Ibbetson,  their  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, £200  in  trust  to  put  the  same  out  at  interest,  and  to  apply 
the  interest  in  bringing  up  the  defendant,  Mary  Bracklebank, 
then  an  infant,  till  twenty-one,  the  principal  to  be  paid  to  her 
at  twenty-one,  and  if  she  died  before  twenty-one,  then  to  be 
paid  to  her  representative ;  and  bequeathed  to  the  Rev.  Thomas 
Whitaker  £100,  to  James  Eoberts  and  William  Roberts  £100 
each,  to  Grace  Ogle  £200,  to  George,  Ann,  and  Phcebe  Ogle,  her 
children,  £100  each,  to  Joseph  Scurr  £200,  to  Benjamin  Wright 
£200,  to  Mrs.  Molyneanx  £400,  to  Hannah  Close  £150,  to  Wil- 
liam Hawkesweli  £100,  to  Mary  Ross  £200,  to  Joseph  Marshall 
£200,  all  which  legacies,  together  with  other  legacies  given  by 
his  will,  he  directed  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  six  months  after  his 
decease ;  and  the  said  testator,  thereby,  gave  all  his  mes- 
[*  .504]  suages,  cottages,  lands,  *  tenements  and  hereditaments, 
situate  at  the  Bank,  in  the  townshi})  of  Leeds,  with  their 
appurtenances,  and  all  his  real  estate,  not  thereinbefore  devised, 
and  all  his  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  stock  in 
trade,  and  all  his  personal  estate  whatsoever,  unto  the  defendants 
Smithson  and  Ibbetson,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  to  thein  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  forever,  in  trust  that  they  should,  as 
soon  as  convenient  after  his  decease,  sell  all  his  said  messuages, 
&c.  for  such  price  or  prices  as  could  be  got  for  the  same,  and 
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thereby  to  convert  such  real  and  personal  estate,  so  to  them 
devised,  and  every  part  thereof,  into  ready  money,  and  by  and 
out  of  the  money  arising  by  such  sale,  to  pay  all  his  debts, 
legacies,  and  funeral  expenses,  and  charges  of  proving  his  will ; 
and  after  payment  thereof,  and  retaining  to  themselves  £50  eacli, 
which  he  thereby  gave  them  for  their  trouble,  in  trust  out  of  such 
moneys  to  ari.se  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  all  legacies  and  annuities 
thereby  bequeathed,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  thereby 
directed ;  and  if,  after  all  such  payments  made,  and  putting  out 
of  the  funds  as  thereby  directed,  for  raising  the  annuities  thereby 
given,  and  indemnifying  his  trustees  from  all  charges,  expenses, 
and  loss  which  might  attend  the  carrying  the  trusts  of  his  will 
into  execution,  there  should  remain  an  overplus  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees,  which  he  apprehended  there  would  be  to  a  con- 
siderable amount,  he  directed  that  they,  and  the  survivors  of 
them,  should  within  six  months  after  the  same  should  be  ascer- 
tained, pay  the  same  unto  his  said  legatees,  Thomas  Whitaker, 
James  Roberts,  William  Roberts,  Grace  Ogle,  George  Ogle,  Ann 
and  Phoebe  Ogle,  Joseph  Scurr,  Benjamin  Wright,  Mrs.  Moly- 
neaux,  H.  Close,  William  Hawkeswell,  Mary  Bracklebank,  Mary 
Ross,  and  Joseph  Marshall,  in  proportion  to  their  several  and 
respective  legacies  therein  to  them  bequeathed ;  and  the  testator 
thereby  willed  and  devised  that  two  several  sums  of  '£250  each, 
which  he  had  therein  directed  to  be  put  out  on  securities  in  the 
names  of  his  trustees,  and  the  interest  arising  therefrom  to  be 
respectively  paid  to  M.  Thackeray  and  R.  Gauiit,  during  their 
respective  lives,  should  upon  the  several  deaths  of  them  the  said 
M.  Thackeray  and  R.  Gaunt,  be  paid  in  the  like  proportions  unto 
them  his  said  several  and  respective  legatees. 

Benjamin  Wright  and  Mrs.  Molyneaux  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator. 

*The  bill  was  tiled  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,    [*  505] 
against  the  surviving  legatees,  and  the  heir-at-law  ;  claim- 
ing the  legacies  given  to  the  deceased   legatees,  their  shares  in 
the  overplus  and  in  the  two  sums  of  £250,  as  lapsed  and  become 
part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 

The  cause  came  on  at  the  Rolls,  10th  July,  1778,  when  his 
Honor  (Sir  Thomas  Sewell),  being  of  opinion  that  the  surviving 
legatees  took  the  whole  residue  in  proportion  to  their  several 
legacies,   dismissed  the  bill  without  costs. 
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From  this  decree  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancelhjr 
Thurlow,  and  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  before  his  Lordship, 

Mr.  Kenyon  attempted  to  support  the  decree ; 

But  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  being  clear  (without  hearing 
much'  argument)  that  this  was  a  tenancy  in  common  in  the 
residue,  and  that  therefore  the  shares  of  the  legatees  who  died 
in  the  testator's  lifetime  were  undisposed  of,  said  the  only  ques- 
tion was,  whether  such  shares  belonged  wholly  to  the  next  of 
kin  or  to  the  heir-at-law. 

The  Attorney-General,  Mr.  Madocks,  and  Mr.  Selwyn  (for  tlie 
plaintiffs,  the  next  of  kin)  contended  that  the  testator  had  con- 
verted his  real  estate  into  money,  out  and  out;  that  he  had  mixed 
two  funds,  and  made  all  personal  estate ;  that  the  cases  therefore 
of  Mallahar  v.  Mallahar,  For.  79,  and  Dnruur  v.  Motteux,  1  Yes. 
Sen.  320,  must  govern  the  decision  here,  and  that  the  blending 
the  funds  distinguished  this  case  from  that  of  Biyh//  v.  LcgarJ, 
o  P.  Wms.  22  n.  (cited  p.  6,  aoite).  Mr.  Selwyn  mentioned  the 
cases  of  Flanagan  v.  FJanagan  (cited  pp.  o  &  5,  ante);  Fletcher  v. 
Ashhurner  (p.  1,  a7ite),  and  Ogle  v.   Cook  (cited  p.  6,  ante). 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  thought  the  two  former  cases  did  not 
apply  ;  but  being,  in  general,  of  opinion  with  the  counsel  for  the 
next  of  kin,  asked  the  counsel  for  the  heir-at-law,  upon  what 
grounds  they  could  support  his  claim. 

Mr.  Scott  (afterwards  Lord  Elpon)  for  the  heir-at-law,  said 
they  claimed  on  his  behalf  such  interest  in  the  moneys  produced 
by  the  sale  of  the  testator's  real  estates  as  the  deceased 
[*  506]  residuary  legatees  would  have  been  entitled  to  *  if  they 
had  survived  the  testator;  or  so  much  of  their  shares  of 
the  overplus,  now  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  undisposed 
of,  as  is  constituted  by  the  produce  of  the  testator's  real  estate. 
That  the  heir-at-law  is  entitled  to  every  interest  in  land,  not  dis- 
posed of  by  his  ancestor,  is  so  much  of  a  truism  that  it  calls  for 
no  reasoning  to  support  it.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  heir-at- 
law  to  deny  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  has  designed  him 
nothing ;  his  intention  lias  certainly  been  ecpially  unpropitious 
to  his  next  of  kin;  but  it  is  not  enough  that  tlie  testator  did  not 
intend  that  his  heir  should  take,  lie  must  make  a  disposition  in 
favour  of  another;  if  he  has  not  actually  disposed  of  all  his  real 
estate,  if  he  has  not  made  an  universal  heir,  the  law  will  give 
such  part  of  his  real  estate  as  he  has  not  actually  and  eventually 
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disposed  of,  even  against  his  intention,  and  a  fortiori  in  a  case 
where  he  has  expressed  no  intention,  to  the  hccres  natus.  If  the 
interest  of  the  deceased  legatees  had  been  an  interest  in  the 
produce  of  mere  real  estate,  not  blended  with  the  produce  of 
personal  estate,  it  has  been  admitted,  upon  both  hearings,  that 
the  benefit  of  the  lapsed  devises  would,  according  to  the  case  of 
Bigby  v.  Legard,  and  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Emhlyn  v. 
Freeman,  Pre.  Ch.  541,  and  of  many  others,  have  accrued  to  the 
heir-at-law.  It  is  admitted,  and  cannot  be  denied,  that  where  a 
testator  directs  real  estate  to  be  sold  for  special  purposes,  if  any 
of  those  purposes  become  incapable  of  taking  effect,  the  heir-at- 
law  shall  take;  because  there  is  an  end  of  the  disposition,  when 
there  is  an  end  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  made ;  but  it 
is  contended  here  the  testator 'had  not  a  special  intention,  but 
that  he  meant  the  produce  of  his  real  estate  should  be  considered 
as  personal  estate,  —  that  lie  intended  to  convert  it  out  and  out; 
that  he  has  not  kept  the  funds  distinct,  but  that  he  has  blended 
them  so  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  distinguished,  and  that  the 
cases  therefore  of  Durour  v.  Motteux  and  Mallahar  v.  Mallahar 
are  authorities  in  point,  that  the  whole  fund  is  personal.  We 
admit  that  a  person  may  decide  what  shall  be  the  nature  of  his 
property  after  his  death,  so  as  to  preclude  all  question  between 
real  and  personal  representatives.  But  we  insist  that  if  he  has 
not  actually  and  eventually  so  decided,  they  upon  whom  the  law 
casts  the  title  to  personal  estate  can  no  more  claim  in  a  Court  of 
equity,  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  land,  than  the  heir  can 
claim  property  admitted  to  be  of  a  personal  nature.  As  to  the 
question  of  fact,  whether  he  meant  that  in  some  event  only,  or 
that  in  all  events  the  produce  of  his  real  estates  should 
be  considered  as  personalty,  we  admit  *  that,  in  favour  of  [*  507] 
his  residuary  legatees,  he  meant  to  convert  the  whole  into 
personalty  in  case  all  his  residuary  legatees  should,  eventually, 
take  the  whole;  but  we  contend,  that  he  has  intimated  no  inten- 
tion as  to  that  part  of  the  produce,  as  to  which  his  disposition, 
in  the  event  which  has  happened,  has  failed  of  effect.  He  con- 
verts it  out  and  out,  indeed,  if  you  speak  of  his  intention  as  to 
the  qualities  of  the  property  which  his  legatees  were  to  take ; 
but,  as  to  such  part  of  the  property  as,  in  the  event,  they  have 
not  taken,  he  has  not  determined  upon  its  nature ;  he  never  meant 
to  determine  upon  its  nature,  as  between  his  heir-at-law  and  his 
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personal  representative,  or  next  of  kin,  because  he  appears  not  to 
liave  adverted  to  the  possibility  of  any  events  taking  place  which 
would  give  the  one  or  the  other  an  interest  in  his  property,  and 
he  designed  no  part  of  his  property  for  either.  In  the  event,  the 
one  or  other  must  take  some  part  of  it ;  but  to  say  he  has  made  it 
all  personal  property,  and  that  therefore  the  law  must  give  it  to 
the  next  of  kin,  is  to  apply  an  argument  deduced  from  what  the 
testator's  intention  in  case  events  had  taken  place  which  have 
not  occurred,  for  the  sake  of  proving  a  similar  intention  if  cir- 
cumstances happened  directly  contrary  to  those  with  relation  to 
which  only  the  testator  framed  his  intention.  To  argue  from 
what  the  testator  intended  with  respect  to  residuary  legatees,  by 
way  of  proving  that  he  intended  the  same  in  favour  of  his  next 
of  kin,  is  to  reason  from  a  case  in  which  intention  is  expressed, 
to  prove  a  like  intention  in  a  case  which  supposes  the  absence 
of  intention ;  though  the  testator  therefore  intended,  that  his 
legatees,  if  they  had  lived,  should  take  their  respective  shares  of 
such  part  of  the  general  surplus  as  was  produced  by  the  sale  of 
the  real  estates  as  money,  he  has  not  declared  any  intention  rela- 
tive to  its  nature  in  case  that  particular  event  of  his  should  be 
tlisappointed.  In  the  event,  therefore,  wliich  has  happened,  it 
is  so  much  undisposed  of,  arising  from  the  sale  of  lands.  Such 
money  in  this  Court  is  land ;  and,  as  such,  the  heir  claims  it. 
Suppose  all  the  fifteen .  legatees  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  would  it  not  have  been  competent  to  the  heir-at-law  to 
have  insisted,  in  equity,  that  no  sale  should  be  made  of  the  real 
estate  ?  Would  it  have  been  possible  to  contend  that,  because  the 
testator  bad  blended  the  funds,  in  ordei  to  make  a  disposition 
which  never  took  effect  and  without  a  view  to  any  other  given 
circumstances,  that   he  had   therefore   blended   them,    if,    in   the 

event,  he  had  made  no  disposition ;  that  because  he  had 
[*  508]   made  the  *real  estate  personal  to  give  it  to  his  residuary 

legatees,  and  to  disajipoint  his  heir,  he  meant  also  to  dis- 
appoint his  heir,  whether  his  residuary  legatees  did  or  did  not, 
in  the  event,  take  the-  benefit  of  that  disposition  ?  Tlie  fact  of 
his  having  blended  the  funds  proves  not  a  mere  inattention,  not 
mere  indifference  to  the  interests  both  of  his  next  of  kin  and  his 
lieir-at-law,  Init  it  proves  a  purpose  hostile  to  both.  Can  that 
fact  then  be  a  ground,  from  wlience  to  infer  that,  in  a  change  of 
circumstances,  he  had  a  purpose  of  kindness  and   bounty  to  the 
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next  of  kill,  and  adverse  to  the  interest  of  the  heir  only  ?  The 
reason  of  the  intention  ceasing,  the  intention  should  be  taken  to 
have  ceased.  The  testator  meant  to  change  the  legal  qualities  of 
his  property,  when  he  meant  to  alter  the  disposition  which  the 
law  would  make  of  his  property ;  but  if,  in  the  event,  the  law  was 
to  make  the  disposition  of  any  part  of  the  property,  he  meant,  for 
aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary  (and  something  must  appear 
to  the  contrary  to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  heir),  that  the  law 
which  Aiade  the  disposition  should  decide  on  the  qualities  of 
the  property  of  which  it  was  to  dispose.  If  then,  in  case  all  the 
residuary  legatees  had  died,  the  heir  could  have  prevented  a  sale, 
is  it  to  be  said,  that  because  a  sale  must  be  made,  he  shall  not 
have  that  part  of  its  produce  which  the  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty  cannot  take  ?  It  is  not  true  that  where  it  is  necessary 
that  a  sale  should  be  made  to  effectuate  the  testator's  purposes, 
which  are  capable  of  taking  effect,  that  such  sale  will  convert 
the  nature  of  that  part  of  its  produce  which  cannot  be  applied 
according  to  the  testator's  intention.  In  the  case  of  Emhhjn  v. 
Freeman,  the  heir  was  held  entitled  to  £200  arising  from  the  sale 
of  real  estate,  which  the  te.itator  had  made  liable  to  an  appoint- 
ment by  note,  concerning  which  he  made  no  appointment;  and 
there  a  sale  was  necessary.  In  the  case  of  Dighy  v.  Legard,  where 
the  heir  was  held  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  devise,  lapsed  by 
the  death  of  one  of  live  tenants  in  common,  of  money,  to  be  raised 
by  sale  of  real  estates  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  heir 
could  not  possibly  prevent  a  sale;  as  to  the  cases  of  Mallahar 
V.  Mallahar  and  Durour  v.  Motteux,  they  can  be  considered  as 
authorities  only  by  those  who  do  not  attend  to  the  distinction 
submitted  above ;  they  are  so  far  from  deciding  the  case  that 
they  establish  no  principle  which  applies  to  it.  In  Mallahar  v. 
Mallahar,  the  real  and  personal  estate  are  not  blended  by  the 
terms  of  the  devise  in  the  beginning  of  the  will,  which  is 
a  devise  of  real  estate  only,  upon  *  trust  to  sell ;  and  that  [*  509] 
out  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom,  the  testator's  debts 
should  be  paid,  and  after  payment  thereof,  he  devised  out  of  the 
remainder  of  the  money  £500  to  his  sister  Mary  Bainbridge, 
£500  to  his  sister's  two  children,  that  should  be  living  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  ;  £500 
to  his  nephew  Nicholas,  who  was  his  heir-at-law;  £500  to  be 
divided  amongst  the  children  of  his  late  brother,  James  Mallabar, 
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living  at  his  decease ;  then  follows  the  clause  which  was  held  to 
blend  the  funds:  —  "  Item,  after  all  my  debts  and  legacies  paid, 
I  give  and  be(|ueath  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  personal  estate 
unto  my  sister  Esther  Mallabar,  and  appoint  her  executrix. ' 
The  question  was,  whether  there  was  a  resulting  trust  for  the 
heir,  as  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate, 
after  payment  of  the  debts,  and  the  several  sums  of  £500.  The 
Court  held  that  the  testator  had  made  all  his  property  personal, 
or  rather  it  inferred  from  the  purpose  of  the  testator,  As  far  as 
that  could  be  collected  from  the  will,  that  the  testator  meant  by 
the  residuary  clause  to  describe  not  only  money  strictly  personal 
estate,  but  the  money '  claimed  by  the  heir  likewise;  the  Court 
inferred  this  from  the  circumstance  of  the  heir's  having  a  legacy 
of  £500  out  of  that  very  money,  and  because  if  a  different  con- 
struction was  made,  the  sister  his  executrix,  to  whom  the  testator 
clearly  intended  to  give  a  beneficial  interest,  would  liave  taken 
notliing  but  a  troublesome  ottice ;  for,  if  the  words,  "  the  residue 
of  the  personal  estate,"  did  not  include  this  money,  the  personal 
estate  must  have  been  first  applied  to  pay  the  debts  and  legacies, 
in  exoneration  of  the  real  estates  clnjrged  therewith  by  the  will, 
and  the  executrix  would  have  had  an  ottice  of  trouble  without 
the  benefit  intended  her ;  but  though  the  Court  considered  the 
surplus  of  the  money  as  personalty,  as  between  her,  whom  it  held 
to  be  a  residuary  legatee  and  the  heir,  to  effectuate  the  testator's 
intention,  does  it  follow,  that  if  the  testator  had  died  intestate  as 
to  the  surplus,  as  the  testator  here  did  as  to  a  part  of  it,  that  the 
Court  would  have  determined  against  the  heir  in  favour  of  the 
next  of  kill,  in  whose  favour  no  such  argument  as  to  intention 
could  have  l^een  urged  ?  If  the  residuary  legatee  had  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  the  will  must  have  had  the  same  construction 
as  if  the  residuary  clause  had  not  been  inserted ;  for  where  the 
residuary  clause  has  no  operation  to  any  substantial  purpose, 
it   cannot  be  considered    as  a    part  of  the  will ;  if   it   had   not 

been  inserted,  the  devise  of  the  real  estate  would  have 
[*510]  *been  a  devise  to  pay  debts  and  legacies  merely;  in  such 

case,  then,  it  is  clear  that,  as  to  the  surplus,  there  would 
have  been  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir.  The  debts  and  the  sums 
of  £500  being  paid,  the  testator's  intention  would  have  been 
satisfied,  to  the  extent  in  which  it  could  take  effect ;  there  would 
then  have  been  an  end  of  the  disposition.      There  is  no  difference 
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between  such   a  case,  and  the   present  case,  except  that  in  that 
case  there  is  no  residuary  legatee  as  to  any  part  of  the  surplus ; 
here  there  is  none  as  to  some  part  of  it ;  there,  then,  is  a  general 
intestacy,    as  to  the  surplus,   here  a  partial   intestacy ;  but  the 
effect  of  a  partial  intestacy  must  be  the  same,  as  to  the  part,  as 
the  effect  of  a  general  intestacy  is  to  the  whole.      The  case   of 
Durour  v.  Motteux  is  also  a  case  between  residuary  legatees  and 
the  heir-at-law ;  there,  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  estates  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  whole  with  his  personal  estate,  blending  them 
for  payment  of  his  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  expenses  and  per- 
formance of  his  will ;  he  gave  several   legacies,  and  among  the 
rest,  £1200  or  thereabouts,  whereof  part  was  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  freehold   lands   for  charitable  uses,   some   of  which 
were,  confessedly,  within  the  Mortmain  Act  (9  Geo.  II.,  c.  36)  and 
the  rest  determined    to  be  so ;    the   question  was,    whether  the 
£1200  should  go  to  the  heir-at-law,  or  to  the  residuary  legatees. 
Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  money 
which  should  arise  by  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  was  turned  into 
l>ersonal,  and  so  intended  by  the  testator,  it  plainly  appearing, 
that  by  the  description   of  all  his  personal  estate,  he   meant  to 
include  the  whole  in  the  residue,  so  that  it  is  to  be  considered 
now  as  personal  estate ;  then  it  comes  to  this  :  a  will  is  made,  in 
which  there  are  several  legacies,  and  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  is  given  away ;  one  of  the  personal  legacies  is  void  by  law ; 
the  Court  cannot  say,  for  that  reason,  that  he   intended  to  die 
intestate,  for  giving  the  residue  over  includes  everything,  let  it 
'fall  in  by  reason  of  the  legacies  being  void,  or  lapsing  in  the  life  of 
the  testator.      Now,  here,  the  reasoning  of  the  Court  is  grounded 
upon  the  testator's  intention  to  give  his  residuary  legatees  every- 
thing which  was  not  otherwise  effectually  disposed  of.     And  the 
testator  was  held  to  have   converted  his  real  estate  out  and  out 
into  personal  estate,  to  effectuate  that  intention  ;  for  the  residuary 
legatees  could  not  otherwise  take  the  £1200.     But  if  the  residuary 
legatees  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  the 
next  of  kin  had  been  called  upon  to  *  sustain  the  question    [*  511] 
against  the   heir,  the  reasoning   of  the  Court  would  not 
apply;  arguments   from   intention    in    their  favour  could   not  be 
resorted  to,  and  the  Court  might  have  said,  and  must  have  said, 
that  the  testator  meant  to  die  intestate  as  to  the  surplus,  if  there 
was  no  residuary  legatee  named  in  his  will  living  at  his  death. 
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It  could  not,  in  that  case,  have  been  said,  that  the  testator  meant, 
by  the  description  of  all  his  personal  estate,  to  include  the  whole 
in  the  residue,  and  therefore  the  void  legacy  of  £1200  among  the 
rest;  because  the  will,  in  that  case,  must  be  considered  as  if 
nothing  concerning  the  residue  had  been  inserted  in  it.  Here  he 
meant  to  make  one  fund  of  the  whole,  to  effectuate  his  intended 
disposition  of  the  whole ;  but  if  subsequent  events  defeated  that 
disposition,  his  intention,  in  case  it  took  effect,  is  no  proof  that 
he  had  the  same  intention  in  case  it  did  not  take  effect.  If  there 
had  been  no  residuary  clause,  and  if  the  residuary  legatees  liad 
been  dead,  it  could  have  no  effect,  and  therefore  could  not  have 
been  attended  to.  In  Durour  v.  Motteu.r,  it  would  have  been 
nothing  more  than  a  devise  of  real  and  personal  estate  for  pay- 
ment of  debts,  valid  legacies,  and  funeral  expenses ;  it  would 
have  been  then  a  disposition  with  a  special  intention;  that  inten- 
tion being  satisfied,  there  would  have  been  a  resulting  trust  as  to 
the  surplus.  It  is  said,  if  this  way  of  reasoning  was  good,  it 
would  have  entitled  the  heir  to  the  £1200  in  the  case  of  Durour 
v.  Motteux,  for  it  was  the  testator's  intention  there,  that  the 
same  sum  should  be  considered  as  money  only,  in'  case  the  charity 
took  it;  that  the  testator  never  adverted  to  the  event  which 
happened,  viz.,  the  residuary  legatees'  taking  it,  an  event  whicli 
he  as  little  thought  of  as  he  did  of  the  next  of  kin's  taking  the 
residue.  The  answer  is,  the  rule  of  law  would  not  suffer  in  that 
case  what  no  rule  forliids  in  this;  the  law  says,  where  there  is  a 
residuary  legatee,  the  testator  sliall  be  presumed  to  mean  that  he 
should  take  whatever  lapses,  either  by  the  death  of  the  legatees, 
or  whatever  is  not  given  according  to  law.  So  long  as  there  is 
any  person  to  take,  who  is  declared  by  the  testator  to  be  preferred 
by  him  to  those  whom  the  law  appoints  to  succeed  him,  the  heir 
can  have  no  claim.  If  the  testator  spoke  of  himself,  he  would 
say,  if  my  special  intention  of  kindness  to  the  charity  fails,  my 
general  intention  of  bounty  to  my  residuary  legatee  shall  take 
place;  but  where  the  residuary  legatee  is  removed,  there  is  noth- 
ing like  a  declaration,   by  the  testator,  in  favour  of  the  next  of 

kin,  to  entitle  them  to  succeed  the  residuary  legatees,  as 
[*512]    there  is  *  where  there  is  a  general  residuary  clause  in  a 

will  in  favour  of  the  persons  named  in  it  to  succeed  the 
particular  legatees;  and  to  money  arising  by  the  sale  of  land, 
there  can  be  no  claim,  in  the  next  of  his  kin,  but  what  arisf-^ 
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from  the  declaration  of  the  testator,  for  unless  he  directs,  or 
expresses,  that  it  shall  be  considered  as  personalty  the  heir  must 
take  it.  We  admit  the  heir  then  to  be  excluded  whilst  there  are 
any  persons  who  can  take  the  produce  of  the  real  estate  under  the 
will,  the  declaration  of  the  testator's  intention :  we  deny  that 
he  is  excluded  by  any  who  make  their  claim  not  under  the  will, 
but  in  defect  of  the  will ;  or  that  the  intention  in  the  will  can 
affect  those  who  claim,  upon  the  ground  that  there  is  no  will 
which  relates  to  the  subject.  The  case  of  Crase  v.  Barley  and 
Banson  before  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  (3  P.  Wms.  20)  seems  to  estab- 
lish those  principles,  for  it  shows,  that  where  any  part  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate  is  so  given,  as  to  prove  that  it  was  not 
the  testator's  intention,  in  case  that  part  should  lapse,  that  it 
should  go  to  the  residuary  legatees,  but  that  he  has  given  them 
the  residue  exclusive  of  that  part,  it  shall  not  go  as  undisposed 
personalty  to  the  next  of  kin.  Why  should  the  next  of  kin  take 
in  preference  to  the  heir  what  the  residuary  legatees  cannot  take 
for  another  reason,  viz.,  removal  by  death?  The  case  was: 
William  Banson,  seized  in  fee  of  freehold  and  copyhold  lands, 
which  he  had  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  being  much 
indebted  by  mortgages,  and  having  a  wife  and  five  children, 
devised  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to  the  defendant 
Barley  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  to  sell  for  the  best  price,  and  in  the 
first  place  to  pay  off  all  his  incumbrances  and  his  debts.  He 
also  devised  his  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustee,  in  trust  to 
sell,  and  after  the  testator's  debts  paid,  to  apply  the  money 
arising, by  sale  of  the  personal  estate,  and  also  the  money  to  be 
produced  by  sale  of  the  real  estate,  among  his  five  children,  in 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned  :  to  his  eldest  son  £200  at  his 
age  of  twenty-one ;  all  the  rest  and  residue  thereof  among  his  four 
younger  children  at  twenty-one,  and  with  benefit  of  survivorship. 
The  eldest  son  died  under  twenty-one;  the  question  was,  what 
was  to  become  of  the  £200.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought 
it  would  not  go  to  the  younger  children,  who  were  only  to  have 
the  residue,  but  to  the  heir.  It  was  objected  tha't  all  is  made 
personal  estate ;  the  surplus  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  is  to  go  to  the  hceredes  fncti. 
There  could  be  no  doubt,  it  ,was  urged,  if  the  eldest  son  had 
died  in  the  testator's  life,  it  would  have  been  a  lapsed 
*  residuum.      But   his   Honor,    after  looking  into  prece-    [*51i] 

VOL.   VII.  — 2 


18  CONVERSION   AND  RE-CONVERSION. 

No.  2.  —  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  513. 

dents,  declared  for  the  heir,  that  it  was  the  same  as  if  so  iiuich 
land,  as  was  of  the  value  of  £200,  had  not  been  to  be  sold,  but 
suffered  to  descend.  As  to  the  case  of  Flanayan  v.  Flanagan 
(p.  3,  ante)  it  is  perfectly  different  from  this  :  That  was  a  question 
between  the  real  and  personal  representative  of  a  person  entitled 
under  the  will  of  the  testator.  The  land  was  sold  under  a  decree 
<if  the  Court,  in  a  cause  in  which  the  person,  through  whom  both 
claimed,  was  party;  and  the  decree  had  ordered  the  surplus,  if 
there  should  be  any,  to  be  paid  to  James  Flanagan  the  father, 
and  James  Flanagan  the  son,  equally.  The  sale  was  made  under 
the  decree  ;  and  the  question  arising  between  the  real  and  personal 
representative  of  Flanagan  the  father,  the  Court  determined  the 
surplus  should  have  the  same  nature,  with  respect  to  them,  as 
the  decree  had  given  it  with  respect  to  Flanagan  the  father.  In 
that  case,  too,  the  testator  had,  foreseeing  that  a  sale  could  not 
be  made,  which  would  produce  the  exact  sum,  and  no  more, 
directed  his  tiustees  to  convey  the  residue  of  the  real  estate 
which  should  renuiin  unsold,  or  pay  the  produce  of  such  part  as 
should  be  sold,  and  all  other  the  residue  of  his  real  estates, 
between  the  father  and  the  son.  Scudamore  v.  Scudamore,  Pre. 
Ch.  513,  is  not  to  this  })oint :  it  determines  that  the  representa- 
tives of  a  person  entitled  under  a  will  shall  take  money,  as 
money  or  as  land,  according  as  the  pjerson  whose  representatives 
they  are  would  have  taken  it;  but  it  decides  nothing  between 
the  heir  and  personal  representative  of  the  testator  himself. 
There  is  no  case  in  which  the  next  of  kin  have  been  considered 
as  entitled  against  the  heir,  in  the  event  of  a  lapse  of  the  whole, 
or  a  part  of  the  residue,  except  the  case  of  Ogle  v.  Cook,^  heard 
19th  February,  1748,  which  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  subject 
was  this:  Mr.  Ogle  made  his  will  in  1744,  and  gave  his  real 
estate  to  trustees  to  sell,  and  vest  the  money  in  stock,  and 
pay  the  interest  to  his  wife  during  lier  widowhood,  and  after  her 
death,  or  marriage,  the  principal  to  his  two  daughters  equally, 
except  that  the  eldest  was  to  liave  £1000  more  than  the  other: 
he  gave  tlie  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  the  same  way.  He 
afterwards  executed  a  conveyance  in  trust  to  sell,  for  payment  of 
his  debts,  which  was  held  a  revocation  pro  tanto  only,  and 
prirt  was  sold.  One  of  the  daugliters  died  in  Mr.  Ogle's  life. 
Tlie  bill  was  brought  by  the  widow,  and  the  eldest  daughter, 
^  See  per  Lord  Loughborough  in  Collins  v.  Wakeman,  2  Ves.  Jr.  686,  687. 
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against  the  son,  the  heir,  and  the  trustees,  to  have  the  residue  of 
the  estate  sold,  and  claiming  the  share  of  the  deceased 
daughter,  as  personal  estate  of  Mr.  Ogle,  to  *  be  divided  [*  514] 
between  them  and  the  son.  The  son  insisted,  that  her 
share  was  to  be  considered  as  real  estate :  the  Court  decreed  the 
residue  of  the  estate  to  be  sold,  and  that  the  produce  should  be 
considered  as  Mr.  Ogle's  personal  estate.  Here,  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  convert  this  estate 
into  money,  for  the  sake  of  his  daughters,  was  taken  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  the  Court's  considering  the  moiety,  which  in  the 
event  was  undisposed,  as  personal  estate.  But  the  case  of  Diyhy 
v.  Legard  is  a  later  authority  and  contradicts  the  doctrine  of 
that  case.  The  cases  are  not  in  any  respect  different,  except  in 
the  number  of  the  persons  interested  in  the  produce.  The 
daughters,  in  the  case  of  Ogle  v.  Cook,  indeed  had  an  interest  in 
the  personal,  as  well  as  real  estate,  which  was  not  given  in  that 
of  Dlglnj  V.  Legard ;  but  the  funds  are  kept  separate,  and  not 
blended,  in  Ogle  v.  Cook.  The  determination  in  the  latter  case, 
we  submit,  is  neither  justified  by  principle  nor  by  authority. 
The  case  of  Ogle  v.  Cook  admits  the  deceased  daughter's  moiety. 
Vpon  the  whole,  we  contend,  that,  if  the  shares  of  the  deceased 
legatees  in  the  overplus  are  undisposed,  parts  of  those  shares 
being  constituted  by  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
the  heir  is  entitled  to  such  part ;  that  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
in  the  events  that  have  happened,  does  not  destroy  his  claim ; 
and  that  this  is  a  case  to  which  the  principles  of  the  adjudica- 
tions cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  next  of  kin,  do  not  apply. 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  reversed  the  decree,  and  directed  an 
account  to  be  taken  of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  of  tlie  real  estate,  and  that  the  share  of  the  deceased 
legatees,  in  the  overplus,  should  be  divided  between  the  next  of 
kin  and  the  heir;  that  is,  so  much  of  those  shares  as  was  consti- 
tuted of  the  personal  estate,  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  so  much  as 
was  made  up  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  to  the  heir.  He 
said,  that  he  fully  approved  the  determination  in  Dighy  v. 
Legard.  That  he  used  to  think,  when  it  was  necessary  for  any 
purposes  of  the  testator's  disposition  to  convert  the  land  into 
money,  that  the  undisposed  money  would  be  personalty ;  but 
the  cases  fully  proved  the  contrary.  It  would  be  too  much 
to  say,   that,   if  all  the  legatees  had  died,  the  heir  could,  as  he 
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[*515]  *  certainly  might,  he  said,  prevent  a  sale;  and  yet  to  say 
that,  because  a  sale  was  necessary,  the  heir  shduld  not 
take  the  undisposed  part  of  the  produce.  The  heir  must  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  residuary  legatees  who  died,  as  to  the  produce 
of  the  real  estate.  He  said  he  approved  the  distinctions  made  in 
behalf  of  the  heir,  and  decreed  as  before. 


ENGLISH    NOTES. 

The  converse  rule  applies  to  money  covenanted,  agreed,  or  directed 
to  be  laid  out  in  land.  That  money  covenanted  to  be  laid  out  in  land 
should  descend  as  land,  was  established  by  Edicards  v.  Countess  of 
Warivkk  (1723),  2  P.  Wms.  171.  The  mere  condition  tliat  the  con- 
version is  to  take  place  with  the  consent  of  the  life-tenants  does  not 
make  any  difference  in  the  character  of  the  direction  as  a  positive 
direction  to  convert.'  See  per  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  M.  R.,  in  LecJimere 
V.  Earl  of  Carlisle  (1733),  3  P.  Wms.  211,  220. 

The  converse  of  the  rule  in  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson  was  established  by 
the  decision  of  Sir  C.  C.  Pepys  (Master  of  the  Polls,  afterwards  Lord 
Cottenham),  in  Cogan  v.  Stephens  (1835),  5  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  17, 
where  a  testator  had  directed  personalty  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  laud  for  purposes  which  ])artially  failed  by  reason  of  the  law  of  mort- 
main. Sir  C.  C.  Pepys  held  that  so  far  as  the  gift  failed,  the  property 
went  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  not  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 
This  decision  is  referred  to  by  Lord  Justice  James  in  Citrtels  v.  Wor- 
mald,  No.  6,  pp.  59,  64,  2^ost  (10  Ch.  D.  172,  177)  as  having  settled  the 
law. 

Ackroyd  v.  Smithson  is  followed  by  Lord  Craxwoktii  in  Taylor  v. 
Taylor  (1853),  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  190.  Lord  Ckaxworth  says  (at 
p.  195):  "The  rule  is  established  by  the  cases  of  Dirjhy  v.  Leyard,  3 
P.  Wms.  22,  n.,  and  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  that  if  a  testator  disposes 
of  his  property,  realty  and  personalty,  as  a  mixed  fund,  and  as  to  [)urt 
of  it  his  will  cannot  take  effect,  the  heir-at-law  will  take  so  much  as 
was  the  produce  of  real  estate,  upon  the  principle  that  the  heir-at-law 
cannot  be  disiidierited  without  express  words." 

The  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Bective  \.  Ilodyson  (1864),  10 
H.  L.  C.  656,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  601,  further  settled  the  point  that  in  apply- 
ing the  principle  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson  it  makes  no  difference,  if  the 
conversion  directed  by  the  will  has  actually  taken  place.  So  far  as 
the  beneficial  purpose  fails,  the  real  estate  or  the  money,  as  the  case 
may  be,  retains  its  original  character  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  ownership  of  it.  As  to  the  character  of  the  estate  on  a  further 
devolution,  see  Curteis  v.  Wormald.  No.  6,  p.  59,  post,  et  seq. 
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The  rule  in  Ackroyd  v  Smithson  was  applied  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  the  case  of  hi  re  Cameron,  Nixon  v.  Cameron,  (1884)  26  Ch.  D.  19, 
53  L.  J.  Ch.  1139,  where  a  testator,  who  carried  on  his  business  on  free- 
liold  premises  his  own  propert\',  gave  various  legacies  and  annuities, 
and  empowered  his  executors  to  realize  such  part  of  his  estate  as  they 
should  think  right,  to  pay  them.  He  then  directed  that  his  business 
should  be  carried  on  until  his  son  should  attain  the  age  of  thirty,  but 
made  no  further  disposition  of  his  estate,  except  the  gift  of  a  house  not 
forming  part  of  the  business  premises.  The  ViCE-CHANCEtLOR  of  the 
Palatine  Court  having  directed  that  the  business  was  to  be  carried  on 
until  the  son  attained  thirty  or  until  further  order,  and  that  the  profits, 
after  providing  for  the  legacies  and  annixities,  went  to  the  next  of  kin; 
the  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  the  decision  so  far  as  it  imported  that  the 
rights  of  the  heir  and  next  of  kin  in  the  property  not  beneficially  dis- 
posed of  should  be  affected  by  the  direction  to  carry  on  the  business. 
They  decided  that  this  direction  could  only  have  effect  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  legacies  and  annuities,  and  that  ^o  soon  as  they  were 
]>rovided  for,  the  direction  became  inoperative  and  ceased  to  be  binding, 
either  on  the  heir-at-law  or  next  of  kin,  and  that  any  surplus  profits 
which  had  arisen  since  the  testator's  death,  after  pi'oviding  for  the 
legacies  and  annuities,  must  be  apportioned  between  the  heir-at-law  and 
the  next  of  kin  according  to  the  value  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
employed  in  the  business. 

Where  the  direction  to  convert  is  not  imperative,  as  where  a  tes- 
tator gives  an  alternative  direction  to  trustees  to  invest  money  in  the 
purchase  of  manors,  lands,  &c.,  and  hereditaments,  or  very  long  terms 
of  years,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  conversion  as  between  the  real 
and  personal  successors.  Walker  v.  Denne  (1793),  2  Ves.  Jun.  170,  2 
R.  R.  185.  The  opinion  in  this  case  was  further  intimated  that  even  if 
there  had  been  a  positive  direction  to  convert  which  had  not  been  car- 
ried into  effect,  the  Crown  had  no  equitj'  to  have  the  conversion  carried 
out  in  order  to  claim  by  escheat  on  the  failure  of  heirs  of  the  devisee. 

There  are  some  cases  in  partition  suits  under  the  practice  before  the 
Partition  Act  1868  where  the  Coui-t  of  Chancery  has  ordered  a  sale 
of  the  shai'e  of  an  infant,  on  the  fiction  that  it  was  for  his  benefit  that 
it  should  be  sold  to  pay  his  costs  of  the  suit,  and  where  upon  sale  the 
jiurchase-money  has  been  paid  into  Court.  In  a  question  as  to  the  suc- 
cession to  the  ])urchase-money  on  the  death  of  the  infant,  it  has  been 
held  that,  the  ])roperty  having  been  converted  by  what  was  equivalent 
to  the  act  of  the  infant,  and  there  being  no  trust  or  equity  for  its  re- 
conversion, the  succession  goes  to  the  next  of  kin.  Steed  v.  Preece 
(1874),  L.  E.,  18  Eq.  192,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  687;  Arnold  v.  Dixon  (1874), 
L.  R.,  19  Eq.  113.     But  the  case  is  different  where  a  share  of  laud  is 
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sokl  under  the  Partition  Act  1868,  for  by  section  8  of  tliat  Act  tlie 
money  juiid  into  Court  is  to  be  a])plied  according  to  tlie  Act  relating  to 
Settled  Estates,  which  contains  a  direction  for  the  reinvestment  of  tlie 
money  in  land;  so  that  the  money  in  Court  is  subject  to  a  trust  for  re- 
conversion, and  the  succession  goes  to  the  heir.  Foster  v.  Foster 
(^1875),  1  Ch.  D.  588,  45  L.  J.  Ch.  301;  Mildmmj  v.  Quirke  (1877),  6 
Ch.  D.  553,  46  L.  J.Ch.  667. 

Where  the  owner  of  laud  makes  a  contract  to  sell  it,  there  is  a  con- 
version of  the  estate  as  between  his  heir  and  personal  representatives. 
Furrar  v.  Earl  of  Wlntertna  (1842),  5  Beav.  1.  And  see  Lysoght  v. 
Edivards  (1876),  2  Ch.  D.  499,  45  L.  J.  Ch.  554,  and  the  authorities 
discussed  there  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  G.  Jessel). 

And  where  partners  employ  in  tlie  partnership  business  land  to 
which  they  were  entitled  as  tenants  in  common,  it  is  regarded  as  part- 
nership property,  and  for  purposes  of  succession  is  treated  as  converted 
into  personalty.  And  if  they  further  agree  that  on  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership  the  property  should  be  sold,  it  continues  to  be  person- 
alty, notwithstanding  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Ripley  v. 
Waterworth  (1802),  7  Ves.  425;  Wnterer  v.  Wxterer  (1873),  L.  R., 
15  Eq.  402. 

Conversely  where  a  person  enters  into  a  contract  to  purchase  land, 
the  land  contracted  to  be  purchased  is  considered  as  his  real  estate,  and 
the  money  to  pay  for  it  would,  apart  from  statute,  be  taken  out  of  his 
personal  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir  or  devisee.  Green  v.  Smith 
(1738),  1  Atk.  572.  But  now  by  the  Act  coinmonly  called  Locke 
King's  Act  and  the  amending  Acts,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  113,  30  cK:  31  Vict. 
c.  69,  and  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  34,  the  devisee  or  heir  would  take  such  land 
subject  to  and  charged  with  the  purchase-money  for  which  the  vendor 
has  a  right  in  security  over  it.  But  where,  after  the  death  of  a  testator 
who  has  contracted  to  sell  land,  the  purchaser  discovers  that  the  vendor 
has  no  title,  and  accordingly  rescinds  (and  rightly  rescinds)  the  con- 
tract, it  has  been  held  that  there  is  no  equitable  conversion  of  the  land, 
and  it  goes  to  the  heir  or  devisee  as  if  there  had  been  no  such  contract. 
In  re  Thomas,  Thomas  v.  Howell  (1886),  34  Ch.  1).  116,  5(;  L.  J.  Ch.  9, 
55  L.  T.  629. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  lets  it  with  an  option  to  the  tenant  to  pur- 
chase, and  the  o])tion  is  not  exercised  before  the  death  of  the  lessor, 
Vmt  is  exercised  afterwards  within  the  time  limited  by  the  contract,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  rents  of  the  land  until  the  option  is  exercised 
belong  to  the  heir  of  the  owner,  and  from  that  time  the  purchase-money 
l»elongs  to  the  personal  representative.  Lawes  v.  Bennett  (1785),  1  Cox, 
167.  1  R.  R.  10;  Ton-nley  v.  Bedwell  (1808),  14  Ves.  590,  9  R.  R.  352. 
In  deciding  the  latter  case,  Lord  Eldon  followed  the  precedent  set  by 
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Lord  Kenyon  in  the  former,  but  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon  shows 
that  lie  was  not  satisfied  that  the  decision  was  consistent  with  the  gen- 
eral principles  applicable  to  cases  of  conversion.  See ^^er  Fry,  J.,  in 
Edwards  v.  West  (1878),  7  Ch.  D.  858,  868,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  463,  466.  And 
in  Re  Adams  and  The  Kensington  Vestnj  (C.  A.  1884),  27  Ch.  D.  394, 
54  L.  J.  Ch.  87,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  extend  the  principle  of 
La  ices  V.  Bennett  so  as  to  apply  to  the  succession  of  the  lessee  to  whom 
the  option  is  given,  and  who  has  died  without  exercising  the  option. 

AMERICAN    NOTES. 

These  two  time-honoured  decisions  have  from  first  to  last  been  esteemed 
in  this  country  as  the  leading  cases  on  Equitable  Conversion.  They  are  cited 
by  Story,  by  Fomeroy,  and  by  Beach  in  their  treatises  on  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, and  their  doctrines  are  universally  accepted  here,  both  by  the  Judges  and 
the  text-writers.  The  best  modern  treatment  of  the  topic  is  found  in  3  Pome- 
roy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  §  1159,  et  seq.,  citing  Fletcher  v.  AMurner,  and 
Chancellor  Walworth's  explanation,  in  LorilUml  v.  Costar,  5  Paige  Chancery 
(New  York),  172:  "Upon  the  principles  of  equitable  conversion,  money 
directed  by  the  testator  to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  or  land 
directed  to  be  sold  and  turned  into  money,  is,  in  this  Court,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  the  will,  considered  as  that  species  of  property  into  which  it  is 
directed  to  be  converted,  so  far  as  tke  purposes  for  which  such  conversion  is 
directed  to  be  made  are  legal,  and  can  be  carried  into  effect.  The  same  prin- 
ciple is  also  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  direction  in  a  will  to  sell  one  piece  of 
land  and  to  convert  it  into  another,  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  by  investing 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  the  purchase  of  such  other  lands,  under  a  valid 
power  in  trust  to  make  such  sale  and  reinvestment.  The  whole  doctrine  of 
equitable  conversion  depends  upon  the  well-established  and  fannliar  principle 
that  a  Court  of  equity  looks  upon  that  as  done  which  the  parties  to  an  agree- 
ment or  a  marriage  settlement  have  contracted  to  do,  or  which  the  testator 
has  directed  to  be  done,  so  far  as  the  contract  of  the  parties  or  the  will  of  the 
decedent  could  have  been  carried  into  effect  without  violating  any  equitable 
principle  or  rule  of  law."  Citing  Fletcher  v.  Ashburner.  Chancellor  Walworth 
also  adopted  the  doctrine  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  in  Floyd  v.  Barker,  1  Paige 
Chancery,  480.  See  Given  v.  Hilton,  95  United  States,  591,  and  also  the  late 
cases  of  Ford  v.  Ford,  70  Wisconsin,  19  ;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  117  ;  Haward  v.  Peavey, 
128  Illinois,  430  ;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  120  ;  Ford  v.  Ford,  80  Michigan,  42  ;  Keller 
v.  Harper,  64  Maryland,  74;  Greenland  v.  Wadded,  116  New  York,  234;  15 
Am.  St.  Rep.  400  ;  De  Vaughn  v.  McLeroy,  80  Georgia,  687  ;  Forsyth  v.  Forsyth. 
46  New  Jersey  Equity,  400  ;  Phillips  v.  Ferguson,  85  Virginia,  509 ;  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  78  ;  1  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  837  ;  Hope  v.  Brewer,  136  New  York,  126 ; 
18  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  4.58;  Re  McGraw's  Estate,  111  New  York,  66; 
2  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  387;  Ehey  v.  Adams,  135  Illinois,  80  ;  10  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  162  ;  King  v.  King,  13  Rhode  Island,  .501  ;  Fahnestock  v. 
Fahnestock,  152  Pennsylvania  State,  56;  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  023;  Perkins  v. 
Coughlan,  148  Massachusetts,  30.     Consult  also  Dr.  Bigelow's  notes,  1  Jarman 
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on  "Wills  ((ith  Am.  eil.),  pp.  577,  &2i ;  and  a  very  exhaustive  note,  5  Am.  St. 
Rep.  141. 

Among  the  earlier  cases  in  w hich  this  doctrine,  vias  applied  are  Collins  v. 
Champ's  Heirs,  15  B.  Monroe  (Kentucky),  118 ;  Gl  Am.  Dec.  179  ;  Proctor  v. 
Ferebee,  1  Iredell  Equity  (No.  Carolina),  143 ;  36  Am.  Dec.  34 ;  Tazewell 
v.  Smithy  1  Randolph  (Viiginia),  313;  10  Am.  Dec.  533  ("there  is  no  i^art  of 
the  law  more  firmly  estaMished  or  better  understood  ")  ;  Burr  v.  Sim,  1  Whar- 
ton (Penn.),  252;  29  Am.  Dec.  48. 

From  Ford  v.  Ford,  supra,  the  following  comprehensive  statement  of  the 
prevailing  doctrine  is  derived  :  — 

'*  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  executor,  that  (under  the  directions  of  the 
will,  all  the  jiersonal  property  and  all  the  real  estate  outside  of  Missouri  must, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  validity  of  the  will  or  some  of  its  provisions, 
be  regarded  as  converted  and  permanently  invested  in  lands  in  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  under  the  well-known  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion.  That  doc- 
trine is  firmly  established  ;  and  if  it  applies,  or  in  so  far  as  it  applies,  it  must 
be  enforced.  It  may  be  well  to  restate  it,  with  some  of  its  limitations.  As 
long  ago  as  the  time  of  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow,  it  was  observed  by  him 
*  that  nothing  was  better  established  than  this  princijile :  that  money  directed 
to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  land  directed  to  be  sold  and 
turned  into  money,  are  to  be  considered  as  that  species  of  property  into  which 
they  are  directed  to  be  converted  ;  and  this,  in  whatever  manner  the  direction 
is  given,  —  whether  by  will,  or  otherwise. 

"  The  owner  of  the  fund,  or  the  contracfing  parties,  may  make  land  money, 
or  money  land.  The  cases  established  tliis  rule  universally.  If  any  difficulty 
has  arisen,  it  has  ari.sen  from  special  ciicumstances.  Fletcher  v.  Ashhuruer. 
1  Brown  Ch.  499.  This  was  expressly  sanctioned  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  at  an  early  day.  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  577.  The  reason 
for  the  rule  is  there  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Washington,  speaking  for  the 
whole  Court,  thus :  '  The  principle  flpon  which  the  wliole  of  this  doctrine  is 
founded  is,  that  a  Court  of  equity,  regarding  the  substance  and  not  the  mere 
form  and  circumstances  of  agreements  and  other  instruments,  considers  things 
directed  or  agreed  to  be  done  as  having  been  actually  performed,  where  nothing 
ha.s  intervened  which  ought  to  prevent  a  performance.'  From  that  and  other 
cases  the  late  Chief  Justice  of  this  Court  deduced  this  general  rule:  'When 
a  will  contains  a  power  of  sale  not  mandatory  in  terms,  but  it  is  apparent 
from  the  general  scope  and  tenor  of  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  all  his 
realty  to  be  sold,  the  power  of  sale  will  Ix'  hold  inqierative,  and  the  doctrine 
of  equitaV)le  conversion  applied.'  Dmlge  v.  ]Villi(()ns.  Ui  Wis.  97  ;  DeWol/v. 
Lmvsnn,  Gl  Id.  477-479 ;  50  Am.  Rep.  148, 

■'  In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  '  that  the  equitable  conversion  of  realty 
into  personalty.  }»y  force  of  a  direction  in  a  deed  or  will  to  sell,  only  takes 
]>lace  where  the  direction  is  positive  and  absolute;  .  .  .  that  if  a  i>roposed 
s;ile  is  contingent  or  eventual  in  a  deed  or  will,  equitable  conversion  does  not 
follow.'  Neely  v.  Granthnm.  58  Pa.  St,  437.  But  the  better  opinion  seems  to 
be  as  in  effect  held  in  Dodge  v.  Williams,  supra,  that  whenever  a  direction 
to  convert  is  apparent  from  the  whole  will,  whether  expressed  or  implied,  then 
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the  duty  and  obligation  to  convert  is  imperative,  and  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
conversion  applies.  Thus,  in  White  v.  Howard,  46  N.  Y.  162,  Gkover,  J., 
speaking  for  the  Court,  said  :  '  To  constitute  a  conversion  of  real  estate  into 
personal,  in  the  absence  of  an  actual  sale,  it  must  be  made  the  duty  of,  and 
obligatory  upon,  the  trustees  to  sell  it  in  any  event.  Such  conversion  rests 
upon  the  principle  that  equity  considers  that  as  done  which  ought  to  have 
been  done.  A  mere  discretionary  power  of  selling  produces  no  such  result.' 
Power  V.  Cassidi/,  79  N.  Y.  613,  614  ;  35  Am.  Rep.  550  ;  Hobson  v.  Hale, 
95  N.  Y.  605,  So  it  has  been  held,  that  '  where  the  general  scheme  of  the  will 
requires  a  conversion,  the  power  of  sale,  although  not  in  terms  imperative, 
operates  as  a  conversion ;  and  this  will  be  deemed  to  be  immediate,  although 
the  donee  of  the  power  is  vested  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  with  a  discretion 
as  to  the  time  of  sale.'  Lent  v.  Howard,  89  N.  Y.  169  ;  Ingram  v.  Mackey, 
5  Redf .  357.  But  the  will  must,  in  terms  or  by  necessary  implication,  disclose 
an  intent  to  convert,  in  order  to  sustain  the  theory  of  equitable  conversion. 
Hobson  V.  Hale,  supra." 

As  to  failm-e  of  the  purpose,  Mr.  Pomeroy  cites  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  and 
says,  "  this  rule  is  universal,"  i.  e.,  where  there  is  a  total  failure  of  the  objects 
for  which  the  conversion  was  designed.  "  But  where  the  purpose  only  partially 
fails,  the  conversion  must  still  be  made  by  selling  the  land,  in  order  to  satisfy 
the  purposes  which  remain  effective."  "  The  main  branch  of  this  rule,  that  the 
surplus  results  to  the  heir,  was  settled  by  the  great  case  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson  '' 
(3  Equity  Jurisprudence,  §§  1170,  1171).  "The  English  decisions,"  he  con- 
tinues, "  are  very  strong  in  favour  of  the  heir.  .  .  .  But  the  tendency  of  some 
at  least  of  the  American  cases  is  not  so  strongly  in  favour  of  the  heir."  Citing 
Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheaton  (U.  S.  Supr.  Ct.),  563 ;  Bim-  v.  Sim,  1  Wharton 
(Pennsylvania),  '25"2  ;  29  Am.  Dec.  48.  See  generally,  Phillips  v.  Ferguson, 
supra  ,  Hawley  v.  James,  5  Paige  Chancery  (New  York),  318  ;  Rizer  v.  Perry. 
i)^  Maryland,  112;  Hollands.  Cruft,  3  Gray  (Mass.),  162;  Giraud  v.  Girand, 
58  Howard  Practice  (New  York),  175 ;  Dacis'  Appeal,  83  Pennsylvania  State, 
348;  Read  v.  Williams,  125  New  York,  560;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  748,  where 
Andrews,  C.  J.,  observes  :  "  The  case  falls  within  the  general  principle,  de- 
clared in  many  cases,  that  a  power  of  sale  in  a  will,  however  peremptory  in 
form,  if  it  can  be  seen  that  it  was  inserted  in  aid  of  a  particular  purpose  of 
the  testator,  or  to  acconqilish  his  general  scheme  of  distribution,  does  not 
operate  as  a  conversion  where  the  scheme  or  purpose  fails  by  reason  of  illegality, 
lapse,  or  other  cause.  In  that  case  the  property  retains  its  original  character, 
and  it  goes  to  the  heir  or  next  of  kin  as  real  estate  or  personalty  as  the  case 
may  be.  Nothing  short  of  a  clear  intention,  to  be  collected  from  the  will, 
that  the  land  shall  be  sold  and  converted  into  money  before  division,  whether 
the  particular  purpose  fail  or  not,  will  be  sufficient  in  equity  to  change  the 
character  of  the  property.  In  England,  even  this  is  not  sufficient  to  exclude 
the  heir,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  gift  of  the  proceeds  away  from  him. 
Fitch  V.  Weber,  6  Hare,  145  ;  Hopkinson  v.  Ellis,  10  Beav.  169  ;  Taylor  y.  Taylor, 
3  De  Gex,  M.  &G.  190;  1  Williamson  Executors ,  663  e/ .s^^/.  In  this  country 
.  the  Courts  do  not  seem  to  hold  so  strict  a  doctrine."  See  Given  v.  Hilton,  95 
United  States,  591. 
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No  3.  —  GRIFFITH  r.  EICKETTS. 

(1849.) 

RULE. 

If  the  owner  of  real  estate  conveys  it  by  deed  directing 
it  to  be  converted  and  dealt  with  as  personal  estate,  the 
conversion  takes  effect,  as  between  his  real  and  personal 
representatives,  from  the  delivery  of  the  deed. 


Griffith  V.  Ricketts. 
Griffith  V.  Lunell. 

7  Hare,  299-317  (s.  c.  19  L.  ,T.  Ch.  100). 

Conversion  by  Deed.  —  Heir  and  Xext  of  Kin. —  Time  of  taking  Effect. 

[299]  Conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  real  estate  to  trustees, 
for  sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  author  of  the  deed,  and 
upon  trust,  if  there  should  be  any  surplus,  to  pay  the  same  to  him,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  absolute 
use  and  benefit :  — 

Held,  to  be  a  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  personalty,  as  between  the 
real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  author. 

Held.  also,  that  the  ultimate  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  being 
reserved  to  the  author  of  the  deed,  and  the  deed  not  being  revoked,  and  no 
attempt  having  been  made  to  revoke  it,  it  was  not  material  as  between  the  real 
and  personal  representatives  of  the  author,  whether  the  deed  was  or  was  not 
revocable. 

That  the  question  whether  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  trust  property 
belonged  to  the  real  or  personal  representative,  was  not  affected  by  the  state, 
—  whether  of  realty  or  personalty,  —  in  which  such  stu'plus  was  found, 
although  the  state  of  the  property  might  affect  the  character  in  which  such 
surplus  would  go  to  the  one  or  the  other  of  such  representatives. 

If  the  author  of  a  deed  impres.ses  upon  his  real  estate  the  character  of 
personalty,  that,  as  lietweeu  his  real  and  personal  representatives,  makes  it 
personal  and  not  real  estate,  from  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  and  is  equivalent 
to  a  gift  of  the  expectancy  of  his  hoir-at-law  to  his  personal  estate. 

A  suit  liy  the  devisee  of  the  heir-at-law  of  Edmuiid  Griffith, 
claiming  the  equity  of  redemption  of  an  estate  mortgaged  by 
Edmund  Grifhth  to  Richard  Ricketts,  in  the  year  1800.  The 
defendants  in  })()Sse.';sion  insisted  that  they  were  purchasers  with- 
out notice  of  any  subsisting  mortgage,  and  they  resisted  the  alleged 
title  of  the  plaintiff  to  redeem. 
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Several  questions  arose,  and  were  argued  in  the  cause.  The 
decision  ultimately  turned  upon  the  effect  of  a  deed  of  1810, 
whereby  Edmund  Griffith,  the  mortgagor,  conveyed  and  assigned 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  sale,  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  and  in  case  there  should -be  any  surplus  of 
the  trust  monies,  to  pay  the  same  to  the  said  Edmund  Griffith,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own 
absolute  use  and  benefit.  The  question  was,  whether  the  deed  of 
1810  operated  as  a  conversion,  so  that,  upon  the  death  of  the 
mortgagor  intestate,  his  personal  representative  became 
entitled  *  to  the  property  comprised  in  the  mortgage,  to  the  [*  300] 
exclusion  of  his  heir-at-law. 

The  Solicitor-General  and  Mr.  Pirie,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Walker,  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker,  Mr.  Wood,  Mr. 
Bacon,  Mr.  Piggott,  Mr.  Bird,  Mr.  Osborne,  Mr.  Chapman,  and 
Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  several  defendants. 

Vice-Changellor  Wioram  :  —  [304] 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  claims  under  the  will  of 
Edmund  Griffith  the  younger,  who  was  the  heir-at-law  of  Edmund 
(Triffith,to  be  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  freehold  lands 
of  inheritance  comprised  in  a  mortgage  alleged  to  have  been  made  of 
the  same  lands  by  Edmund  Crriffith  to  Eichard  Ricketts,  in  the 
month  of  December,  1800.  The  defendants  in  the  cause,  between 
whom  and  the  plaintiff  the  contest  in  the  cause  has  arisen,  claim 
under  Ricketts,  the  mortgagee  ;  amongst  other  defences  they  have 
insisted  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion of  the  mortgage  in  question.  They  insist  that  the  equity  of 
redemption  was  so  dealt  with  by  Edmund  Griffith,  that  at  his 
death  his  personal  representative,  and  not  his  heir-at-law,  was  the 
party  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption.  The  personal  represen- 
tative of  Edmund  Griffith  is  not  a  party  in  the  cause  ;  and  it  was 
admitted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  *  that,  if  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defence  [*  305] 
above-mentioned  was  well  founded,  the  defect  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  suit  could  not  be  remedied  by  amending  the  bill, 
and  making  the  personal  representative  of  Edmund  Griffith  a  co- 
plaintiff"  in  the  cause. 

I  proceed,  in  the  first  instance,  to  consider  this  ground  of 
defence. 

The  mortgage,  as  already  observed,  was  made  in  the  month    of 
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[*o06]  December,  1800.  In  1805  or  1810  (but  I  *  think  I  mu.^t 
say  in  1805),  the  mortgagee  entered  into  possession,  ami 
the  possession  has  ever  since  been  and  now  is  in  the  mortgagee 
or  persons  claiming  under  him.  The  mortgagor  has  been  out  of 
possession  ever  since  possession  was  taken  by  the  mortgagee. 

In  1810  Edmund  Gritfith  executed  a  deed,  by  which  the  equity 
of  redemption,  and  other  property  real  and  personal,  was  transferred 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  debts  of  Edmund  Griffith.  This 
deed  was  of  two  parts,  and  made  between  Edmund  Griffith  of  the 
first  part,  and  the  trustees  Harford  and  Winpenny  of  the  second  part. 
The  deed  recited,  that  a  sum  of  £563  had  been  advanced  by  Isaac 
Cooke  to  Edmund  Griffith,  and  that  Edmund  Griffith  was  indebted 
to  several  other  persons,  and  that  he  had  agreed  to  convey  and 
assign  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
Harford  and  Winpenny,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  (subject,  nevertheless,  to  such  mortgages  or  other  charges 
and  incumbrances  as  affected  the  same),  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
all  his  creditors  ;  and  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  and 
part  performance  of  such  agreement,  and  in  order  to  raise  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  the  said  Edmund  Griffith  released  and 
confirmed  all  his  real  estates,  with  the  appurtenances  (subject  as 
aforesaid),  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Harford  and  Winpenny,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  nevertheless,  witli  all  convenient  speed 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  either  by  public  auction  or  private 
contract,  with  power  to  give  receipts  for  tlie  purchase-money,  and 
to  stand  possessed  of,  and  interested  in,  the  monies  whicli  should 
arise  from  such  sale  or  sales,  and  also  of  the  rents,  issues,  profits, 
produce,  and  proceeds  thereof;  in  tlie  mean  time,  in  trust,  in  the  first 
place,  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  X563  to  Isaac  Cooke,  and  then  to 
retain  and  reimburse  themselves  their  costs  and  expenses  in 
[*  307]  *  the  execution  of  the  said  trusts.  And  upon  further  trust, 
by  and  out  of  the  trust  monies  to  pay  and  discharge  all  other 
the  debts  due  from  Edmund  Griffith  to  any  other  persons,  so  far  as 
the  trust  monies  would  extend  ;  and,  in  case  there  should  be  any 
surplus  of  the  trust  monies,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  unto  Edmund 
Griffith,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  his 
and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit.  Edmund  (Jrilfith  tlierel)y 
covenanted  not  to  revoke  the  powers  given  to  the  trustees,  nor 
interfere  in  any  way  to  prevent  the  trusts  from  l)eing  carried  into 
effect,  —  that  he  would  aid  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  and  if 
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necessary,  join  and  concur  in  the  sales  of  the  estate  and  property  ; 
and  the  deed  contained  a  covenant  for  further  assurance.  Upon 
the  effect  to  be  given  to  this  deed,  and  certain  acts  of  the  parties, 
the  validity  of  the  defence  I  am  now  considering  depends. 

One  question  much  argued  at  the  bar  was  whether  the  deed 
was  revocable  by  the  mere  act  of  Edmund  Griffith.  That  it  was 
not  absolutely  revocable  by  the  mere  act  of  Edmund  Griffith  is 
too  clear  for  argument.  Clearly  it  was  not  revocable,  as  against 
Cooke,  nor  against  Harford,  if  it  be  true,  as  the  evidence  states, 
that  he  was  a  creditor  of  Edmund  Griffith  for  £1300;  nor  could 
the  deed  be  revocable  against  the  creditors  of  Edmund  Griffith,  if 
any,  between  whom  and  the  trustees  such  communications  had 
taken  place  as  would  give  them  an  interest  under  the  deed. 
Acton  V.  Woodgate,  2  My.  &  K.  4.52.  The  question  of  revocation 
must  at  least  be  confined  to  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  estate 
comprised  in  the  deeds,  which  would  remain  after  satisfying  the 
claims  of  Cooke,  Harford,  and  such  other  creditors,  if  any,  as  had 
acquired  an  interest  under  the  deed.  If  it  were  necessary, 
as  I  think  it  is  *  not,  to  decide  whether  the  deed  was  [*  308] 
revocable  at  the  mjre  option  of  Edmund  Griffith  as  to 
the  surplus  proceeds  just  mentioned,  I  am  not,  as  at  present  ad- 
vised, prepared  to  decide  in  the  affirmative.  A  voluntary  convey- 
ance of  property  upon  trust  to  pay  creditors  not  parties  to  the 
transaction  has  been  very  reasonably  held  to  create  a  trust  for  the 
author  of  the  deed  and  not  for  his  creditors.  The  transaction  is 
assimilated  to  the  case  of  a  debtor  putting  money  into  the  hands  of 
his  own  agent  to  pay  his  debts,  in  which  simple  case  it  is  clear 
that  the  debtor  may  countermand  the  authority  unless  the  agent 
has  acted  upon  it,  so  as  to  give  the  creditors  an  interest  in  the 
money  in  his  hands.  Bill  v.  Cureton,  2  My.  &  K.  503  ;  4  L.  J.  (N.  S.) 
Ch.  98  ;  Wilding  v.  Richards,  1  Coll.  655  ;  14  L.  J.  Ch.  211.  On 
the  other  hand  it  is  'equally  clear  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  of 
property  to  trustees  upon  trust  for  a  third  party  may  create  an 
indefeasible  trust  in  favour  of  that  party.  Ellison  v.  Ellison,  6 
Ves.  656;  6  R.  R.  19 ;  Ex  parte  Pye  and  Ex  parte  Duhost,  18  Ves. 
140;  11  R.  R.  173  ;  Puhertoft  v.  Pulvertoft,  18  Ves.  84;  11  R.  R. 
151.  The  difference  in  principle  between  the  two  classes  of  cases 
is  marked  and  obvious ;  but  to  decide  to  which  of  the  two  classes 
a  given  trust  deed  belongs  is  often  a  task  of  difficulty ;  it  de- 
pends upon  the  intention   of  the    author  of  the  deed  to  be  col- 
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lected  from  the  deed  itself,  and  sucli  surrounding  circumstances  as 
may  be  admissible  in  aid  of  the  interpretation  of  the  deed.  The 
present  case  is  not  one  of  simple  conveyance  to  trustees  ujjon  trust 
to  pay  the  debts  of  Edmund  Griffith.  The  deed  contains  a  coven- 
ant on  the  part  of  Edmund  Griffith  not  to  revoke  the  deed,  and 
also  a  covenant  on  his  part  to  do  all  acts  necessary  on  his  part  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  for  which  the  deed  was  made. 

It  was   said  in  argument  for  the  plaintiff  that  as  the 
[*  309]    *  deed  without  the  covenants  by  Edmund  Griffith  would 

make  the  trustees,  trustees  or  agents  for  Edmund  Griffith, 
the  covenants  in  question  were  in  substance  covenants  by  Edmund 
Griffith  with  himself,  and  therefore  binding  upon  himself  only  so 
far  as  he  might  think  fit.  It  cannot,  I  think,  have  been  expected 
by  the  counsel  who  urged  this  argument  that  it  would  prevail  with 
me.  The  covenants  in  question  are  part  of  the  deed,  and  the  char- 
acter of  the  deed  must  be  determined  from  a  view  of  all  provisions, 
including  those  covenants,  whereas  the  argument  fixes  the  charac- 
ter of  the  deed  without  reference  to  the  covenants,  which  are  as 
important  as  any  other  parts  of  the  deed  in  fixing  its  character. 
To  show  this  it  is  only  necessary  to  put  hypothetically  the  case 
which  actually  existed.  Edmund  Griffith  was  in  prison  for  debt, 
and  in  order  to  release  him  it  was  neces.sary  to  raise  money. 
Money  was  accordingly  raised  for  the  purpose,  and  it  was  to  pro- 
vide for  the  repayment  of  the  money  so  raised,  as  well  as  to  pay  the 
other  debts  of  Edmund  Griffith,  that  the  deed  of  1810  was  made. 
Tt  is  not  too  much  to  assume  in  such  a  case  that  Cooke  and  the 
trustees  should  require  a  deed  irrevocable  by  Edmund  Griffith  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  Edmund  Griffith's  debts  ; 
but,  as  I  have  already  observed,  I  think  it  immaterial  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  suit  whether  the  deed  was  revocable  by  Edmund 
Griffith  or  not.  Tt  appears  to  me  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  that  the  ultimate  surplus  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  the  deed  was  reserved  to  P'dmund  (hifllith.  The  value  of 
this  ultimate  surplus  might  be  materially  affected  by  the  revocable 
or  irrevocable  character  of  the  deed  ;  but  the  only  question  witli 
which  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  has  to  do  is  not  the  value  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  which  he  claims,  but  who  are  tlie  persons 

entitled  to  that  equity  of  redemption.     If  Edmund  Griffith 

[*  310]    did  *  nothing  to  revoke  the  deed  the  case  will  be  the 

same  whether  it  was  revocable  or  not.     If  he  attempted  to 
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revoke  the  deed,  the  same  being  irrevocable,  I  should  apply  that 
attempt  to  the  ultimate  surplus  after  paying  all  his  debts  precisely 
in  the  same  manner  as  I  should  apply  it  to  the  surplus  remaining 
after  paying  Cooke's  debts  and  any  otlier  debts  whicli  the  trustees 
had  become  bound  to  pay.  In  other  words,  for  tlie  mere  purpose 
of  determining  the  questions  of  conversion  and  reconversion,  the 
same  reasoning  will  apply  to  so  much  of  the  property  comprised  in 
the  deed  whether  that  were  the  ultimate  surplus  after  paying  all 
his  debts  or  any  larger  part  of  the  property. 

Two  questions  then  present  themselves  for  considerations.  First, 
what  is  the  effect  of  the  deed  as  between  the  real  and  per- 
sonal representatives  of  Edmund  Griffith  ?  And,  secondly,  is 
the  effect  of  the  deed  altered  by  anything  which  has  since  taken 
place  ? 

In  considering  the  former  of  these  questions  I  shall  assume  that 
the  latter  is  to  be  answered  in  the  negative,  and  shall  also  suppose 
Edmund  Griffith  to  have  died  not  later  than  the  year  1820,  that 
being  (as  I  understand)  a  period  down  to  which  the  trustees  under 
the  deed  of  1810  certainly  continued  to  act  in  execution  of  the 
trusts. 

The  question  to  be  answered,  it  must  always  be  remembered,  is 
not  whether  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  trust  estates  are  real  or 
personal  estate,  but  to  which  of  the  testator's  representatives  those 
proceeds,  whether  real  or  personal  estate,  belong. 

If  the  question  arose  under  the  will  of  Edmund  Griffith, 
and  not  under  his  deed,  I  should  perhaps  have  little  *  dif-  [*  311 J 
ficulty  in  answering  the  question.  I  should  follow  my  own 
decision  in  Fitch  v.  Weher,  G  Hare,  145  ;  17  L.  J.  Ch.  73,  361,  which 
was  founded  upon  the  authority  of  a  case  before  Lord  Thurlow, 
Robinson  v.  Taylor,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  589.  The  will  speaks  from  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  whatever  is  deemed  real  estate  at  the  time  of  his 
death  prima  facie  belongs  to  his  heir.  A  contemporaneous  declara- 
tion that  his  real  estate  shall  be  turned  into  personalty  may  alter 
the  character  of  the  property  which  the  heir-at-law  takes,  but 
unless  it  be  given  away  from  the  heir  there  is  no  reason  why  he 
should  not  take  it,  although  the  trusts  of  the  will  may  oblige  him 
to  take  it  as  personal  estate  and  noi  as  real  estate. 

If  the  question  in  this  cause  had  arisen  under  the  will  of  Edmund 
Griffith  the  question  would  be,  whether  the  limitation  of  the  sur- 
plus to  the  executors  of   Edmund  Griffith  (who   could  not  take 
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beneficially)  was  a  gift  of  the  surplus  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  the 
decision  between  the  two  classes  of  representatives  would  be  gov- 
erned by  the  answer  to  that  question. 

But  a  deed  differs  from  a  will  in  this  material  respect.  The  will 
speaks  from  the  death,  the  deed  from  delivery.  If,  then,  the 
author  of  the  deed  impresses  upon  his  real  estate  the  character  of 
personalty,  that,  as  between  his  real  and  personal  representatives, 
makes  it  personal  and  not  real  estate  from  the  delivery  of  tlie  deed, 
and  consequently  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  deed  thus  altering 
the  actual  character  of  the  property,  is,  so  to  speak,  equivalent  to  a 
gift  of  the  expectancy  of  the  heir-at-law  to  the  personal  estate  of 
the  author  of  the  deed.  The  principle  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a 
deed  as  in  the  case  of  a  will ;  but  the  application  is  different  by 

reason  that  the  deed  converts  the  property  in  the  lifetime 
[*  312]    of  *the  author  of  the  deed,  whereas  in  the  case  of  a  will 

tlie  conversion  does  not  take  place  until  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  there  is  no  principle  on  which  the  Court,  as  between 
the  real  and  personal  representatives  (between  whom  there  is  con- 
fessedly no  equity),  should  not  be  governed  by  the  simple  effect  of 
the  deed  in  deiiiding  to  which  of  the  two  claimants  tlie  surplus 
belongs.  It  was  in  this  view  of  the  case  that  I  observed  during 
the  argument  that  the  status  in  which  tlie  property  was  found 
could  not,  as  it  appeared  to  me,  affect  the  question  to  whom  it 
belongs.  In  this  view  of  the  question  I  find  myself  confirmed  by 
the  language  of  Sir  W.  Grant,  in  Thor7ito7i  v.  Hawley,  10  Ves.  129  ; 
7  R  R  359.  In  that  case  the  question  was,  whether  money,  the 
subject  of  a  marriage  settlement,  was  absolutely  required  to  be  laid 
out  in  land  or  conditionally  only.  Sir  W.  Grant  decided  that  the 
requisition  was  absolute,  and  said,  "  There  is  no  weight  in  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  property  is  found  in  the  shape  of  money  or  land  ; 
for  the  character  is  to  be  found  in  the  deed;  and  in  Wlicldale  \. 
Partridge  (5  Ves.  388  ;  8  Ves.  227  ;  7  K.  R  37),  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor lays  down,  in  which  I  perfectly  concur,  that  it  is  a  circumstance 
that  goes  no  way  except  when  the  fund  gets  into  the  possession 
of  a  party  who  would  have  it  in  either  way."  10  Ves.  138';  7  R  R 
366.  Then,  after  observing  that  the  money  in  that  case  never  came 
into  the  hands  of  any  one  who  could  determine  whether  it  should 
be  money  or  land,  he  adds,  "  We  must  go  back  to  the  deed,  upon 
which  the  true  construction  is,  that  it  must  be  considered  land." 
10  Ves.  139  ;  7  ?..  I^.  366. 


K.  C.  VOL.  VII.]         CONVERSION    AND    RE-CONVERSION.  33 

No.  3.  —  Griffitli  v.  Bicketts,  Griffith  v.  Lunell,  7  Hare,  312-314. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  mere  construction  of  the  deed 
in  the  present  case  ;  the  deed  gives  the  surplus  to  Edmund  Griffith, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.      I  need  not 
inquire  how  the  case  woukl  *  be  if  Edmund  Griffith  had    [*  313] 
received  the  money  and  dealt  with  it  as  his  own  estate.   The 
-first  question  is  how  the  case  would  be  if  the  trustees  had  sold  the 
land  in  the  lifetime  of  Edmund  Griffith,  and  had  the  money  in 
their  hands.     In  that  case  it  would,  I  apprehend,  clearly  belong  to 
the  personal  representative  of  Edmund  Griffith.     The  words  of  the 
deed  require  this,  and  the  case  of  Van  v.  Barnett,  19  Yes.  102,  as 
explained  by  the   plaintiffs  counsel,^  supports    the   con- 
clusion;  some  of  the  *  observations  of  Lord  Thurlow  in    [*  314] 
the  case  of  Eobinson  v.  Taylor,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  589,  above  re- 
ferred to,  throw  light  upon  this  subject. 

The  question,  however,  remains  as  to  the  surplus  property  sold 
after  the  death  of  Edmund  Griffith,  or  not  required  to  be  sold  to 
pay  his  debts ;  the  answer  to  this  question  must  be  found  in  the 
deed.  I  can  understand  the  argument  which  alters  the  natui'e  of 
the  property  according  as  it  is  actually  sold  or  not  sold  ;  but  I 
cannot  understand  the  reasoning  wliich,  in  the  case  of  a  deed, 
would  give  the  surplus  to  a  different  person,  according  only  to  the 
time  when  the  trustees  may  happen  to  execute  the  trust  for  sale. 
In  the  absence  of  authority,  therefore,  I  should  conclude  that  the 
personal  representative  of  Edmmid  Griffith  and  not  his  heir  is  the 
l>arty  entitled  to  the  surplus  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  deed 
of  1810. 

With  respect  to  authority  the  late  case  of  Biggs  v.  Andreivs,  5 
Sim.  424,  is  a  direct  authority  in  point.  It  is  true,  indeed,  that  the 
language  of  the  deed  in  that  case  does  in  a  popular  sense  express 
more  clearly  than  the  language  in  the  present  case  the  intention  of 
the  author  of  the  deed,  that  the  surplus  property  should  become 
personal  estate ;  but  the  limitation  of  the  surplus  to  Edmund 
(h'iffith,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  expresses  in 
technical  language  all  that  is  expressed  in  popular  language  in  the 
case  of  Biggs  v.  Andrews,  and  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  suppose  that 

1  The  argument  of  the  plaintiff's  conn-  ments  of  the  bill  tliat  the  defendant  Bar- 

sel  ill  the  ])rincipal  case  was  to  show  that  nett  had  sold  considerable  portions  of  the 

the  l)ill  of  Van  was  filed,  not  to  revoke  the  estate,  and  received  the  purchase-monies, 

deed  of  trust,  but  in  fact  to  have  the  trust  and  had  in  1785  contracted  with  Brown  for 

for  sale  carried  out  under  the  direction  of  the  sale  of  the  whole  of  the  residue, 
the  Court.     It  appeared  from  the   state- 
VOL.   VII.  —  3 
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Edmund  Griffith  using  technical  language  did  not  understand  its 
effect. 

The  case  of  Van  v.  Banutt  appears  to  nie  to  be  an 
[*  315]  authority  in  support  of  the  same  proposition.  In  that  *  case 
Van  conveyed  his  property  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell 
and  pay  his  debts,  and  to  pay  the  ultimate  surplus  to  Van,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  It  appears  by  searching 
the  Registrar's  book  that  Van  filed  his  bill,  complaining  of  the 
conduct  of  his  trustees.  He  did  not,  however,  seek  to  revoke  the 
deed,  but  prayed,  in  effect,  that  the  trusts  of  it  might  be  executed 
by  the  Court.  In  the  suit,  as  I  understand  it,  real  estate  was  sold 
in  the  lifetime  of  Van,  and  the  proceeds  came  to  be  administered 
by  the  Court  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed  Van  died,  and  the 
question  arose  between  his  real  and  personal  representative  as  to 
the  surplus  proceeds  not  required  to  pay  Van's  debts.  Lord  Eldon 
decided  in  favour  of  the  personal  representative,  but  gave  no  opin- 
ion as  to  the  real  property,  if  any,  remaining  unsold.  Whether 
there  were  any  such,  does  not,  I  think,  appear.  That  case  decides 
that  the  trusts  of  the  deed  deprived  the  heir-at-law  of  his  expect- 
ancy, so  far,  at  least,  as  related  to  real  estate  converted  before  the 
the  death  of  Van.  But  if  it  be  once  admitted  tliat  that  is  the 
effect  of  the  deed  as  to  part  of  tlie  property,  I  cannot  follow  the 
reasoning  which  would  ascribe  any  other  effect  to  the  deed  in  its 
application  to  otlier  parts  of  the  property.  The  sale  or  non-sale  of 
the  trust  property  may  affect  the  character  in  which  any  surplus 
may  go  to  the  party  to  whom  the  deed  gives  it,  but  cannot  deter- 
mine or  assist  in  determining  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given'. 
Such  an  intention  cannot  be  ascribed  to  Edmund  Griffith  without 
express  words,  or  the  clearest  implication,  of  which  I  find  none  in 
the  present  case.  I  think,  therefore,  both  upon  principle  and 
authority,  the  personal  representative  of  Edmund  Griffith,  and  not 
his  heir-at-law,  is  the  party  entitled  to  the  surplus  of  the  prop- 
erty comprised  in  the  deed  of  1810. 

Many  dicta  may  be  found  in  apparent  confiict  with  what 
[*  316]  I  liave  decided  ;  but  the  dicta  will,  1  believe,  be  *  leconciled 
with  the  present  decision,  by  adverting  to  tliis,  —  that  those 
did  a  are  applied  to  wills,  and  not  to  deeds,  or  to  deeds  in  whicli 
there  has  been  no  disposition  of  the  ultimate  surplus,  or  none  incon- 
sistent with  the  claim  of  the  heir. 

I  have  referred  to  the  Treatise  on   Conversion,  by  Leigh  and 
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Dalzell,  but  do  not  find  anything  in  it  which  conflicts  with  the 
above  conclusion.  The  distinction  is  that  which  I  have  noticed 
above. 

The  remaining  question  then  is,  "  Is  the  effect  of  the  deed  altered 
by  anything  which  has  since  taken  place  ?  "  This  must  be  answered 
by  inquirmg  whether  Edmund  Griffith  did  anything  in  his  lifetime 
indicating  an  intention  to  alter  the  state  of  property,  as  it  was  fixed 
by  the  deed  of  1810.  Two  points  were  relied  upon  in  argument  by 
the  plaintift^s  counsel :  First,  the  length  of  time  that  had  elapsed 
since  anything  was  done  by  the  trustee ;  and  secondly,  the  suit  of 
Edmund  Griffith  in  1827.^  With  respect  to  the  former  point,  it  is 
not  the  mere  lapse  of  time,  but  the  acts  of  parties  during  that  time 
that  must  be  looked  at.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  debts  of 
Edmund  Griffith,  provided  for  by  the  deed,  have  not  been  satisfied. 
If,  indeed,  I  am  to  give  full  effect  to  wliat  the  witnesses  say,  Cooke's 
debt,  which  is  specified  in  the  deed,  and  a  debt  of  ^1300  owing  to 
Harford,  one  of  the  trustees,  and  the  debts  of  any  other  creditors 
between  whom  and  the  trustees  communications  may  have  been 
made,  are  still  unpaid  ;  and  the  tnistees  only  ceased  to  act  in  paying 
the  debts,  when  they  were  unable  to  realise  assets  for  the  purpose. 
In  the  mean  time,  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  this 
suit  has  been  since  1805  in  the  possession  of  *mortgagees,  [*317] 
and  Edmund  Griffith  has  neither  enjoyed  it  nor  asserted  a 
title  to  it  adverse  to  the  trustees,  unless  the  suit  of  1827  be  an  act 
of  that  description.  I  may  observe,  however,  that  in  strictness  it 
is  not  necessary  that  I  should  insist  upon  this  evidence,  for  the 
onus  is  on  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  the  reconversion,  and  it  is  suffi- 
cient that  they  have  not  so  done. 

With  respect  to  the  suit  of  1827,  the  trustees  were  not  parties  to 
it.  The  suit  does  not  seek  to  displace  them,  and  the  attempt  of 
Edmund  Griffith  to  redeem  the  property  in  that  suit  is  not  only 
consistent  with  the  deed  of  1810,  but  in  strictness  must  be  intended 
as  the  act  of  Edmund  Griffith  in  furtherance  of  his  covenants  in  the 
deed  of  1810.  The  circumstance  that  that  suit  was  not  prosecuted 
with  effect  may  well  be  taken  to  explain  why  the  trustees  have 
been  hitherto  unable  completely  to  carry  out  the  trusts  of  the  deed. 
So  long  as  Cooke's  debt  or  any  part  of  it,  or  the  debt  of  Harford  or 
of  any  other  creditor  between  whom  and  the  trustees  communica- 
tions may  have  been  made,  —  so  long  as  any  of  such  debts  remain 

'  See  Griffith  v.  Ricketts,  3  Hare,  476,  where  the  substance  of  the  bill  is  stated. 
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unpaid,  I  cannot  assume  that  the  trust  deed  has  l»een  abandoned 
by  the  parties  interested  in  it. 

ENGLISH    NOTES. 

Tlie  converse  of  the  rule  where  personalty  is-  disposed  of  by  a  deed 
sho\ring  the  intention  of  its  being  innnediately  laid  out  in  land,  is 
treated  as  established  law  by  Lord  Eldox  in  WJuddnh'  v.  Pa rtridije 
(1803),  5  Ves.  388,  8  Ves.  227,  7  E.  K.  37,  although  in  that  case 
Lord.  Eldon  thought  there  was  enough  in  the  deed  in  question  to  rebut 
the  inference  of  the  intention  being  immediate. 

Wliere  conversion  is  directed  by  a  will,  it  takes  effect  as  from  the 
death  of  the  testator.  Bewiiclerk  v.  Mead  (1741),  2  Atk.  1()7,  per 
Lord  Hardwicke,  p.  169.  And  although  a  sale  of  land  is  only  directed 
to  be  made  at  the  expiry  of  a  tenancy'  for  life  given  by  the  will,  the  in- 
terest of  the  person  who  is  to  take  a  shai'e  of  the  j)roceeds  is  treated  as 
personalty  in  the  succession  to  that  person  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
tenant  for  life.      Elliott  v.  Flshev  (1842),  12*^  Sim.  505. 

In  Clarke  v.  Franklin  (1858),  4  K.  i^-  J.  257,  a  settlor,  by  deed, 
conveyed  certain  estate  to  the  use  of  himself  (the  settlor)  for  life,  with 
remainder  (.subject  to  a  power  of  revocation  which  he  never  exercised) 
to  the  use  of  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pa}-  certain 
sums  of  money  to  persons  named  or  described,  and  to  ajjply  the  residue 
to  charitable  purposes.  The  charitable  purj)oses  failed  to  take  effect 
by  reason  ai  the  deed  not  having  been  enrolled.  It  was  held  by  Vice- 
Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  that,  although  the  trust  was  not  to 
arise  until  after  the  settlor's  death,  the  property  was  impressed  with 
the  character  of  [jcrsonalt}'  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  ; 
and  the  proceeds,  so  far  as  thej'  were  directed  to  be  applied  to  chari- 
table purposes  resulted  to  the  settlor  as  personalty,  and  being  undis- 
])0sed  of  by  his  will,  were  distributable  as  intestate  2>ersonal  estate. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  in  his  judgment,  after  referring  to  the  ])rincipal 
case,  and  citing  Hewitt  \.  Wrif/Iit  (1780),  1  Bro.  C.  C.  86,  observes 
that  the  converse  case  of  personalty  directed  by  deed  to  be  converted 
into  land  is  discussed  by  Lord  Er.nox  in  Wheldale  v-  Partridge,  where, 
"upon  the  special  terms  of  the  instrument  it  was  held  not  to  be  one 
which  upon  its  execution  clothed  the  property  with  real  uses;  but  Lord 
Em)ON  said  that,  but  for  those  special  provisions,  and  if  there  had 
hcen  nothing  more  in  the  deed,  'the  property  would  innnediately  upon 
the  execution  of  the  deed  have  been  imju-essed  witii  real  qualities  and 
clothed  with  real  uses,  and  the  money  would  have  been  land,'  clearly 
recognising  the  rule  that  conversion  takes  effect  from  the  moiiient  of 
the  execution  of  the  deed.  .  .  .  The  ])rincii>le  of  these  authorities  is 
therefore  clearly  settled;  and  where,  as  here,  real  estate  is  settled  by  deed 
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upon  trust  to  sell  for  certain  specified  pur[)oses,  and  one  of  those  purj)oses 
fails,  then,  whether  the  trust  for  .sale  is  to  arise  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
settlor  or  not  until  after  his  decease,  the  property  to  that  extent  results 
to  the  settlor  as  personalty  from  the  nKuneijt  the  deed  is  executed. 
The  only  exception  is  where  the  whole  of  the  purijoses  for  which  con- 
version is  directed  fails  from  the  moment  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed." 

A  distinction  was  made  by  Wickex.s,  V.  C,  in  a  ca.se  of  Clissold  v. 
Cork  (1872),  27  L.  T.  143,  which  at  first  sight  looks  very  like  the 
principal  case.  There  M.,  being  entitled  for  an  estate  in  fee  to  certain 
land,  by  marriage  settlement  settled  the  estate  on  himself  for  life  with 
remainder  to  his  wife,  remainder*  to  their  children,  and  in  default  of 
children,  to  the  use  of  the  settlor  M.  and  his  heirs.  Subsequently  M., 
by  deed  reciting  that  he  was  entitled  to  freehold  lands  in  fee  subject 
to  mortgages,  and  also  to  certain  lands  for  life,  convej'ed  his  property, 
real  and  personal,  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds 
between  his  creditors  according  to  their  debts.  There  was  no  trust 
declared  in  the  event  of  there  being  any  surplus.  The  trustees,  assum- 
ing that  M.  had  a  life  interest  only,  sold  the  life  estate,  and  with  the 
proceeds  paid  the  creditors  in  full,  ^I.  having  died  intestate,  with  the 
reversion  in  fee  in  the  land  still  vested  in  him.  Wickexs,  V.  C,  .said 
there  was  nothing  in  the  deeds  to  make  the  property  personalty,  and 
that  it  must  go  as  land  to  the  heirs  of  the  settlor. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Mr.  Pomeroy  cites,  approves,  and  quotes  at  length  from  the  principal  case 
(3  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  1162).  Air  Beach  also  cites  it  (1  Equity  Juiis- 
prudence,  p.  599).  it  is  conceded  that  the  deed  might  explicitly  direct  the 
con  version  to  take  place  at  some  specified  tiine,  in  which  case  that  direction 
would  control. 

No.  4.  —  ASHBY  v.  PALMEE. 
(1816.) 

RULE. 

Where  land  is  impressed  with  the  character  of  money  it 
so  remains  until  some  person  elects  to  take  it  in  its  original 
character  as  land. 
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Ashby  V.  Palmer. 

1  Merivale,  296-a02  (s.  c.  1.5  li.  1{.  116). 

Conversion.  —  Devise  of  real  Estate  in  Trust  for  Sale.  —  Election. 

[296]  Devise  of  real  estate  in  trust  to  sell,  and  out  of  the  money  to  pay 
debts,  &c.,  and  with  the  surplus  to  maintain  and  educate  the  daughter  of 
the  testatrix  until  twenty-one,  or  marriage  :  but  if  she  should  die  unmarried 
under  twenty-one,  all  such  money  as  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tees, or  such  parts  of  the  real  estates  as  should  remain  unsold  (if  any),  to  be 
to  the  use  of  A.  The  daughter  lived  to  attain  twenty-one.  This  is  a  conver- 
sion out  and  out,  and  the  real  estate  remaining  unsold  at  her  death  goes  to 
her  personal  representative. 

There  is  no  presumption  of  election  to  take  as  real  estate  where  there  is 
incapacity,  as  lunacy. 

Elizabeth  Fielding  made  her  will,  dated  30th  March,  1751,  by 
which  she  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  certain  persons  therein 
mentioned,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all 
her  real  and  personal  estate,  in  trust,  to  sell  as  soon  as  con- 
venient after  her  decease,  and  out  of  the  money  thereby  raised,  and 
with  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  real  estate,  until  sale,  in 
the  first  place  to  pay  and  discharge  all  her  debts  and  funeral  ex- 
penses, and  with  the  surplus,  to  bring  up,  maintain,  and  educate 
her  daughter  Elizabeth,  in  sucli  manner  as  they  should  think  most 
for  her  advantage,  until  twenty-one,  or  marriage  ;  but,  if  she  should 
die  unmarried,  under  twenty-one,  then,  and  in  svich  case,  all  such 
money  as  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  said  trustees,  and  such 
part  of  the  real  estates  as  should  remain  unsold  (if  any),  at  the 
time  of  her  decease,  and  not  applied  in  payment  of  her  de])ts  afore- 
said, or  in  the  education  of  her  said  daugliter,  should  be,  and  remain 
to,  and  for  the  only  ])roper  use  and  benefit  of,  her  sister,  Mary  Per- 
kins, her  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns. 
[*  297]  *  The  testatrix  died  in  the  year  17()0,  leaving  her  daugh- 
ter, in  the  will  mentioned,  an  infant.  The  trustees  entered 
upon  the  real  estate,  and  y^ossessed  themselves  of  the  personal,  and 
thereout  paid  tlie  debts  and  funeral  expenses.  The  daughter  of 
the  testatrix  afterwards  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  hav- 
ing previously  become  a  lunatic,  in  which  state  she  continued  till 
her  deatli,  and  died  in  1803,  unmarried,  and  intestate. 

No  part  of  the  real  estates  were  sold  under  the  trusts  of  the  will ; 
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and,  after  the  death  of  the  lunatic,  the  defendant  Pahuer,  her  heir- 
at-law,  entered  into  possession. 

The  bill,  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  charged  that  the 
real  estate  was  converted  by  the  will  into  personal,  and  prayed  a 
sale  and  distribution. 

Palmer,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  Elizabeth  Fielding,  the 
testatrix's  daughter,  had  a  right  to  consider  the  estates  devised 
to  be  sold  as  real  estates,  and  that,  by  having  continued  in  pos- 
session, she  must  be  taken  to  have  so  elected.  He  also  relied 
on  the. testatrix's  intention  being  that  the  estates  should  be  sold 
only  for  the  purpose  of  paying  her  debts  ;  and  alleged  that  Elizabeth 
did  not  become  lunatic  till  after  she  attained  twenty-one  ;  but  this 
was  contradicted  by  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
unsupported  by  any  for  the  defendant. 

Hart,  Wilson,  and  Bell,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

This  is  a  conversion  out  and  out.  Where  a  testator  has  declared 
certain  purposes  to  which  the  produce  arising  out  of  the 
sale  of  his  real  estate  is  to  be  applied,  *  if  some  of  those  [*  29S] 
purposes  fail,  the  part  which  was  to  l)e  devoted  to  the 
purposes  so  failing  results  to  the  heir-at-law,  but  results  to  him 
as  personal,  and  not  as  real  estate.  Wright  v.  V/rvjht,  16  Ves. 
188  ;  10  Pt.  Pi.  161  ;  Hill  v.  Cocks,  1  Ves.  &  B.  173  ;  King  v.  Denison, 
1  Ves.  &  B.  260  ;  12  R.  R.  227  ;  Kellett  v.  Kellett,  1  Ball  &  B.  533  ; 
12  R.  R.  54.  There  is  nothing,  however,  to  prevent  a  testator  from 
devoting  his  whole  real  estate  to  be  sold  absolutely,  so  as  to  be 
considered  in  the  first  instance  as  converted  into  personal.  The 
intention  of  the  testatrix,  in  the  present  case,  is  manifest ;  and 
the  conversion  does  not  depend  upon  a  mere  rule  of  law  authoriz- 
ing the  Court  to  declare  it,  but  upon  the  express  terms  of  the 
will.  With  regard  to  the  clause,  giving  to  the  sister  of  the  testa- 
trix such  part  of  the  real  estates  as  should  remain  unsold  (if 
any)  in  the  event  of  her  daughter's  dying  under  twenty-one 
and  unmarried,  no  inference  of  intention,  contrary  to  the  general 
intention  to  sell  out  and  out,  can  fairly  be  raised  from  it ;  for 
it  only  shows  that  the  testatrix  contemplated  the  accident  of  a 
premature  death,  which  might  prevent  the  sale,  in  whicli  case, 
and  in  which  case  only,  she  directs  that  the  trustees  shall  not 
proceed  in  the  accomplishment  of  her  object.  The  words  "  if 
any  "  show,  to  the  contrary  of  any  such  inference,  that  she  looked 
to  the  entire  conversion,  provided  her  daughter  lived  long  enough. 
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Suppose  she  had  iimrried,  and  died  under  twenty-one,  her  husband 
might  have  claimed  as  administrator.  Then  the  right  of  the  present 
plaintiffs  is  precisely  the  same. 

As  to  her  having  elected  to  take  as  real  estate,  she  was  never 
capable  of  electing. 

Sir  Samuel  Eomilly  and  Trower,  for  the  defendant. 
[*  299]  *  The  property  claimed  by  these  plaintiffs  continued 
real  estate  during  the  life  of  the  lunatic,  and  was  so  at  the 
time  of  her  death.  In  Oxenden  v.  Lord  Compton,  2  Yes.  Jun.  69  ; 
2  E.  E.  131;  Lord  Compton  v.  Oxenden,  2  Ves.  Jun.  261;  Waller 
V.  Denne,  2  Ves.  Jun.  170  ;  2  E.  E.  185,  it  was  held  that  the  property 
must  be  taken  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  left  at  the  death  of 
the  party  from  whom  the  representatives  claim ;  and,  althougli  in 
later  cases  that  principle  has  been  doubted  1)y  the  present  Lord 
Chancellor,  fFAcW((/cv.  Partridge,  8  Ves.  227  ;  5  Ves.  388  ;  7  E.  E. 
37,  and  his  doubts  corroborated  by  your  Honour  in  that  of  Kirkman 
v.  Mills,  13  Ves.  338;  and  Biddulph  v.  Biddulph,  12  Ves.  160,  yet 
the  question  remains  untouched,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  conversion 
out  and  out,  and  where  the  conversion  is  only  for  a  certain  limited 
purpose.  In  the  present  case  the  sole  objects  of  conversion  were 
the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
daughter  till  twenty -one,  immediately  after  which  follows  the  direc- 
tion that,  hi  case  of  her  death  under  twenty-one  and  unmarried,  all 
such  money  as  should  then  remain  in  tlie  hands  of  the  trustees, 
together  with  the  real  estate  remaining  unsold  and  not  applied 
towards  either  of  these  objects,  should  go  to  the  testatrix's  sister, 
—  a  singular  provision,  su})posing  she  could  have  intended  a  con- 
version of  the  whole  real  estate.  The  testatrix's  daughter  was  her 
heir-at-law,  and  would  therefore  have  taken  the  real  estate  at  all 
events;  and  it  was  clearly  in  her  contemplation  that  her  sister 
might,  in  the  event  which  she  supposed,  also  take  it  as  land.  How 
then  can  it  be  said  that  she  absolutely  meant  it  should  be  con- 
verted into  money?  The  question  really  being  whether  it  is  not 
manifest  that  the  testatrix  spoke  of  it  as  money  only  quoad 
[*  300]  certain  ])urposes,  but  had  no  intention  of  conversion  *  be- 
yond these  purposes,  —  whether  it  was  Tiot  manifestly  her 
intention  to  give  the  whole  property  to  htn-  tlaughter,  to  be  enjoyed 
by  her  representatives  in  whatever  character  it  should  happen  to 
be  left  by  her  at  her  death. 

Suppose  the  testatrix's  sister  had  died  in  her  lifetime,  and  the 
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daughter  had  died  afterwards,  under  twenty-one  and  unmarried. 
The  question  would  then' have  been  between  the  real  and  personal 
representatives  of  the  testatrix,  and,  according  to  all  the  cases,  it 
must  have  been  held  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir-at-law.  Yet 
now  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  decree  a  sale  in  favour  of  the 
personal  representative  against  the  heir-at-law.  And  where  is  the 
difference  ?  Is  there  any  person  existing  who  has  a  right  by  gift 
from  the  testatrix  to  any  part  of  this  property  ?  There  is  no  such 
person  ;  and  if  not,  according  to  the  authority  of  Cliittij  v.  Parker, 
2  Ves.  Jun.  271,  there  is  no  person  who  has  a  right  to  apply  to 
have  it  converted  into  money. 

It  is  not  attemptsd  to  be  denied  that  the  daughter  held  such  an 
interest  as  gave  her  the  right  to  demand  that  the  property  should 
be  retained  in  whatever  character  she  might  have  elected  to  take 
it.  Her  incapacity  to  exercise  this  power  cannot  make  any  essential 
difference,  and  she  must  be  taken  to  have  elected  according  to  the 
state  in  which  the  property  is  found  at  her  death. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  (Sir  William  Grant)  stopping  the 
reply  :  — 

This  case  does  not  involve  any  ditticulty  whatever. 
Land,  once  impressed  with  the  character  of  money,  *  must  [*  301] 
remain  so  impressed  until  some  person  elects  to  take  it  in 
its  original  character,  as  land.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  resulting 
trust,  which  can  only  come  in  (luestion  as  between  the  real  and 
personal  representatives  of  the  testator,  and  is  that  where,  though 
the  real  estate  is  devoted  to  be  sold,  yet  the  entire  produce  is  not 
devised  to  any  one  person,  but  particular  purposes  are  pointed  out 
to  which  it  is  to  be  applied.  In  such  cases,  if  the  purposes  are 
fully  answered  without  reverting  to  a  sale,  then,  on  a  question 
between  the  heir-at-law  and  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  the 
former  is  held  entitled  by  way  of  resulting  trust.  The  single 
question  here  is,  in  what  character  the  devisee  took  the  estate. 
No  doubt  the  testator  may  dispose  of  his  property  as  he  pleases. 
He  may  say  his  devisee  shall  take  it  only  as  money,  and,  wher- 
ever he  has  so  expressed  his  will  to  be,  there  is  no  necessity  that  it 
should  be  actually  converted  in  order  to  make  it  pass  as  money, 
lentil  election  made  to  take  it  as  land,  it  must  so  pass  ;  and,  when- 
ever the  devisee  dies,  it  therefore  becomes  necessary  to  revert  to 
the  will,  in  order  to  see  how  the  testator  has  given  it.  In  the  will 
now  before  me  it  is  clearly  given  by  the  testatrix  to  her  daughter 
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only  as  money.  When  she  arrived  at  twenty-oae,  it  might  be  that 
the  whole  would  remain  unsold,  and  then  she  might  have  elected 
to  take  it  as  land  ;  or,  if  she  had  kept  it  unsold,  being  competent 
to  make  an  election,  she  might  have  been  presumed  to  have  so 
made  her  election.  Here  she  was  manifestly  incompetent  to  make 
any  ;  and  it  is  as  if  she  had  died  before  the  time  arrived  at  which 
she  could  have  elected.  With  regard  to  the  conditional  clause, 
there  is  no  inconsistency  in  giving  the  same  thing  to  one  person  as 
money,  to  another  as  land  if  not  already  converted  into  money,  — 
in  declaring  that  it  shall  be  converted  quoad  the  first  taker,  not 

quoad  the  second.    In  this  ease,  the  testatrix  has  expressly 
[*  302]  *  said  that  such  is  her  will,  and  the  authorities  cited  have 

therefore  no  relation  to  it. 
"  Declare  that  the  intestate,  Eliz.  Fielding,  took  the  real  estate 
of  the  testatrix  as  personal  property.  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
take  an  account  of  the  real  estates  of  the  testatrix  which  passed  by 
her  will  in  favour  of  the  said  intestate,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant.  Palmer,  previous  to  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  in  the  cause.  The  Master  to  tax  all 
parties'their  costs  of  the  suit,  and  the  defendant  to  be  at  liberty  to 
retain  what  shall  be  so  taxed  for  his  costs  out  of  what  the  Master 
shall  find  due  from  him,  or  take  the  said  account.  The  residue  to 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  in  four  equal  parts.  The  defendant  to 
convey  and  assign  the  premises,  and  to  deliver  up  all  title  deeds, 
now  in  his  custody  or  possession,  relating  thereto." 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

Where  the  conversion  has  not  in  fact  taken  place,  and  the  interest 
vests  absolutely,  whether  in  land  or  money,  in  one  person,  any  act  of 
his  indicating  an  option  in  which  character  he  takes  or  disposes  of  it, 
will  determine  the  succession  as  between  his  real  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives. Per  Lord  Cottenham  in  Cookson  v.  Cookson  (1845),  12 
CI.  &  Fin.  121,  146. 

A  simple  case  of  the  exercise  of  an  election  is  furnished  by  Hurcoarf 
V.  Scjjmour  (1851),  2  Sim.  N.  S.  12,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  606,  where  a  sum  ..f 
£32,000  was  assigned  by  marriage  settlement  upon  trust  to  be  laid  (nit 
in  land,  to  be  settled  to  tlie  use  (subject  to  certain  incumbrances)  <if 
A.  1).  (the  husband)  and  bis  heirs.  The  money  was  invested  in  cmi- 
sols  and  other  securities  of  the  nature  of  j)ersonal  estate,  and  was  never 
invested  in  land.  In  a  statement  made  by  A.  P.  of  liis  ])roperty  shorlly 
before  his  death  the  securities  were  set  down  under  the  category  of  his 
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])ersoual  property.  This  was  lield  to  show  an  election  to  take  the  prop- 
erty as  personalty,  and  it  was  treated  accordingly  in  the  succession 
uj)on  his  death. 

Land  belonging  to  the  estate  of  a  lunatic  was  sold  under  an  Act  (11 
Geo.  IV.  and  1  Wm.  IV.  c.  65)  authorising  money  to  be  raised  by  sale 
of  the  lunatic's  estate,  and  providing  that  the  lunatic's  heirs,  &c.,  should 
have  the  like  interest  in  the  surplus  monies  as  they  would  have  in  the 
estate  if  it  had  not  been  sold,  and  that  the  monies  should  be  of  the 
same  nature  as  the  estate.  The  lunatic's  heir  died  also  a  lunatic,  and 
without  having  been  at  any  time  capable  of  electing  to  take  the  surplus 
money  as  realty  or  personalty.  It  was  held  by  the  Lord.s  Justices 
that  the  surplus  proceeds  continued  to  be  impressed  with  the  character 
of  realty,  and  directed  them  to  be  paid  to  the  person  who  was  heir-at- 
law  of  the  last-mentioned  (and  also  heir-at-law  of  the  first-mentioned) 
lunatic.  Re  Wharton,  a  lunatic  (1854),  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  33,  23  L.  J. 
Ch.  522. 

Under  a  marriage  settlement  the  property  of  A.  (the  wife)  who  was 
entitled  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  death  of  C.  to  one  eighth  share 
of  certain  real  estate,  called  the  Lamborne  estate,  was  settled  in  trust 
for  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  (on 
failure  of  issue)  to  the  heirs  of  A.  A  power  of  sale  and  exchange  was 
given  to  the  trustees,  who  were  to  invest  the  proceeds  in  the  purchase 
of  real  estate,  and  hold  it  on  the  trusts  declared  of  the  reversionary  in- 
terest so  settled.  The  fee  simple  of  several  portions  of  the  entii'e  estate 
was  sold  by  the  parties  interested  in  the  other  undivided  shares,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  by  some  arrange- 
ment as  to  the  exact  nature  of  which  there  was  no  evidence,  the  one- 
eighth  part  of  the  purchase-money  was  invested  in  consols  in  the  names 
of  the  trustees  of  A.'s  settlement,  and  the  dividends  paid  to  C.  for  life. 
C,  the  tenant  for  life,  survived  A.  (who  died  without  issue),  and  sur- 
vived A.'s  heir-at-law,  who  by  his  will  made  a  specific  devise  of  his 
share  in  the  Lamborne  estate,  but  made  no  beneficial  residuary  devise 
of  his  real  estate.  After  the  death  of  C,  the  tenant  for  life,  the  trus- 
tees transferred  into  Court  the  consols  representing  the  settled  share  of 
the  estate.  It  was  held  that  no  election  could  be  inferred  on  the  part 
of  the  heir-at-law  of  A.  to  take  the  property  in  its  actual  estate,  and 
that  his  interest  in  the  fund  nmst  be  treated  as  realty,  and  go  to  his 
sister  and  niece  who  were  his  co-heiresses  at  law.  It  was  also  held  that 
it  did  not  go  under  the  specific  devise  of  his  share  in  the  Lamborne 
estate,  as  that  was  satisfied  by  his  share  in  the  portions  of  the  estate 
which  remained  unsold  at  his  death.  In  re  Peddei'^s  Settlement  (1854), 
5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  890,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  313. 
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A.MKKRWX    NOTKS. 

Mr.  roiiieroy  cites  the  principal  ciise.  with  the  oli.servatiou  :  '•  Altliougli  the 
doctrine  theoretically  belongs  to  our  jurisprudence,  it  can  liardly  be  said  to 
have  any  practical  existence  in  the  law  of  many  of  the  States  ;  it  has  very 
rarely  come  before  any  of  the  American  Courts,  and  then  in  its  simplest 
form."     (o  Equity  Jurisprudence,  p.  1780.) 

Infants  cannot  for  themselves  elect.  Carr  v.  Branch,  So  Yiri^'unn,  Tidl ; 
Swaiin  V.  Garrett,  71  Georgia,  566. 

•As  a  general  rule  all  nuist  unite.  Effinrjer  v.  Hall,  81  Virginia,  91 ;  Willing 
V.  Peters,  7  Pennsylvania  State,  '287.  See  Prentice  v.  Janssen,  7!*  New  York, 
478,  48.) ;  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  188  Pennsylvania  State,  899  ;  Hetzel  v.  Barber, 
69  New  York,  1 ;  Armstrong  v.  McKelcey,  104  New  York,  179  ;  De  Vaughn  v. 
McLeroy,  &2  Georgia,  687;  High  v.  Worley,  33  Alabama,  (N.  S.),  196,  citing 
Fletcher  v.  Ashhurner. 

See  generally.  Proctor  v.  Ferehee,  1  Iredell,  Kcpiity  (No.  Carolina),  143 ;  36 
Am.  Dec.  34  ;  IFigh  v.  Worley,  33  Alabama,  196;  Baler  v.  Cojienharger,  lo  Illi- 
nois, 103;  58  Am.  Dec.  600;  Turner  v.  Daicson,  80  Virginia,  841.  But  in 
Mandelbaum  v.  McDonell,  29  Michigan,  78,  it  was  held  that  "  when  such  a  bare 
power  of  sale  is  given  to  the  executors  merely  to  sell  the  lands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  over  the  proceeds  to  the  devisees,  whose  right  under  the  will  to 
such  proceeds  is  an  absolute  and  vested  right,  we  understand  the  law^  to  be 
settled,  not  only  that  all  such  devisees  may  collectively,  before  the  power  of 
sale  is  executed,  elect  to  take  the  land  instead  of  the  ]«roceeds,  according  to 
tlieir  respective  interests,  in  the  latter,  and  thus  prevent  a  sale,  but  that 
each  of  them  may  ordinarily  so  elect  as  to  his  own  share."  Citii;g  (and  sup- 
ported by)  Heed  v.  Underhill,  VI  l.arboui-  (New  York  Sup.  Ct.),  113;  Quin  v. 
Skinner,  49  Ibid.  132. 

"  A  married  woman  of  herself  is  incapable  of  making  an  election,  unless 
under  some  judicial  authority,  to  reconvert  her  interest  in  the  legacy  into  the 
original  condition  of  land."  High  v.  Worley,  supra.  "It  is  competent  for  a 
feme  covert  to  elect  to  take  the  land  instead  of  the  money,  but  that  election 
can  only  be  made  under  the  same  forms  and  solemnities  as  by  law  are  required 
to  enable  her  to  convey  the  fee."  Baler  v.  Copenharger,  supra.  But  a  hus- 
band may  elect  to  take  as  land  a  legacy  to  his  wife  of  ])roceeds  of  land  directed 
to  be  sold,  and  may  vest  the  fee  in  himself  or  her.  Hannah  v.  Swarner,  3  Watts 
&  Sergeant  (Pennsylvania),  223  ;  38  Am.  Dec.  754.  Alid  Mr.  Pomeroy  says  : 
"  In  tills  country  a  married  woman  can  doubtless  elect  by  means  of  any  instru- 
ment sutHcicnt  to  enable  her  to  convey  real  estate." 

In  Baler  v.  Copenharger,  supra,  it  was  said  :  *•  There  can  be  no  doubt,  how- 
ever, where  a  devise  is  made  of  money  to  be  produced  l>y  the  sale  of  land,  as 
in  this  case,  that  by  the  election  of  all  the  devisees  they  may  take  the  land 
itself  instead  of  the  money,  where  all  are  competent  to  make  such  election; 
but  it  is  eqvuilly  clear  that  the  character  of  the  devise  cannot  thus  be  changed 
from  money  to  land  except  by  the  concurrent  action  of  all  the  devisees,  for  as 
each  has  a  separate  right  to  insist  upon  the  betpiest  as  provided  by  the  will, 
tlicir  ciaiiii   cannot  be  defeated  except    upon  the  election  of  all  ;  hence  each 
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must  liave  the  uncontrolled  right  to  have  the  land  sold,  and  to  receive  his 
share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  land." 

In  Craig  v.  Leslie,  ti  A\'heaton  (T.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  563,  after  lecognizing  the 
general  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion,  the  Coui-t  observe  :  "  Thus  where 
the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the  money  in  the  one  case,  or  in  the  land  in 
the  other,  belongs  to  the  person  for  whose  use  it  is  given,  a  Court  of  equity 
will  not  compel  the  trustee  to  execute  the  tru.st  against  the  wishes  of  the 
cestui  que  trust,  but  will  permit  him  to  take  the  money  or  the  land,  if  he  elects 
to  do  so  before  tlie  conversion  has  actually  been  made ;  and  this  election  lie 
may  make,  as  well  by  acts  or  declarations  clearly  indicating  a  determination 
to  that  effect  as  by  application  to  a  Court  of  equity.  It  is  this  election,  and 
not  the  mere  right  to  make  it,  which  changes  the  character  of  the  estate  so  as 
to  make  it  real  or  personal  at  the  will  of  the  party  entitled  to  the  beneficial 
interest." 


No.  5.  — PULTENEY    v.   EAEL    OF    DARLINGTON. 

(1783.) 

RULE. 

Where  money  devised  to  be  laid  out  in  land  actually 
comes  into  the  hands  of  the  person  who  would  be  entitled 
to  dispose  of  the  lands  if  purchased,  the  money  is  his 
absolute  property,  and  will  pass  by  a  general  bequest  of 
his  personal  estate. 

William  Pulteney,  Esq.,  and  Frances  his  Wife   (Plaintiffs)  v.  The 
Earl  of  Darlington  and  Others  (Defendants). 

1  Brown's  C.  C.  223-238.     (Affirmed  on  Appeal  to  House  of  Lords,  1796,  7  Brown's 

P.O.  530). 

Concersion,  —  Property  "  at  home.'"  —  Election. 

Money  left  by  will  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  the  trustee  being  entitled  [223] 
to  the  money  lays  part  of  it  out  in  a  purchase,  but  afterwards  dis- 
charges that  estate  of  the  trust,  and  making  his  will,  gives  generally  (without 
taking  notice  of  this  money)  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  A.,  wlio  after- 
wards makes  his  will  and  gives  his  real  estate  to  B.,  and  his  personal  to  C; 
the  trust  money  passes  as  personal  estate. 

Case.  —  Henry  Guy,  by  will  dated  6th  July,  1709,  devised  to 
John  Taylour  and  Arthur  Lake,  their  executors  and  administrators, 
all  his  messuages,  &c.,  in  Stoke  Newington,  for  ninety-nine  years, 
to  commence  from  the  25th  day  of  December  next  before  tlie  date 
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of  his  will,  if  Harry  Pulteney,  Edmund  Serjeant,  and  John  Mul- 
caster,  or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  live,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
them  certain  annuities  for  their  lives,  and  the  overplus  of  the  rents 
and  profits,  if  any,  was  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  Taylour  and  Lake 
for  the  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  remainder, 
reversion  and  inheritance  of  all  his  said  messuages  and  heredita- 
ments, after  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  he  devised  the 
same  unto  William,  late  Earl  of  Bath  (then  William  Pulteney, 
Esq.)  for  life,  remainder  to  Thomas  Halsey  and  his  heirs,  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  Lord  P>ath  successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  Harry  Pulteney 
for  life,  with  like  remainders  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  and  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder 
to  Daniel  Pulteney  (the  plaintiff  Frances'  late  father)  for  life,  with 
like  remainders  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  and 

to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
[*  224]  William  Pulteney  (eldest  son  of  Sir  *  William  Pulteney 

and  father  of  Lord  Bath)  in  fee.  He  appointed  Lord  Bath, 
Taylour,  and  Lake,  executors  of  his  will,  and  devised  to  his  execu- 
tors, their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  his  capital  messuages,  &c.,  at 
Earl's  Court,  Middlesex,  and  certain  freehold  and  copyhold  estates 
at  Muswell  Hill,  theretofore  mortgaged  to  him,  to  the  intent  that 
they,  or  the  survivor,  his  heirs,  &c.,  should  sell  the  same,  and  lay 
out  the  money  as  thereinafter  directed.  And  he  directed  that, 
after  his  debts  and  legacies  should  be  paid,  all  such  monies  or  other 
personal  estate  as  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  his  executors,  or 
be  raised  out  of  his  personal  estate,  or  by  sale  of  his  estate  at 
Earl's  Court,  or  the  estate  mortgaged  to  him,  should  be  laid  out  by 
his  executors,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  in  the  purchase  of  lands  of 
inheritance,  wliich  should  be  settled  upon  the  same  persons,  or  such 
of  them  as  should  be  then  living,  and  for  such  estates  for  life  and 
in  tail  male,  and  in  such  manner  as  he  had  tlierein  before  devised 
the  interest  in  his  messuage,  &c.,  at  Stoke  Newington.  The  testator 
died  22nd  February,  1710.  On  the  2nd  of  June,  1711,  Lord  Bath, 
who  was  an  acting  executor,  and  Harry  and  Daniel  Pulteney, 
brought  their  bill  in  Chancery,  to  have  the  will  established  and  the 
trusts  carried  into  execution ;  and  on  the  4tli  of  August  following 
a  decree  was  made  for  that  purpose,  and  directing  an  account  of 
the  personal  estate,  and  a  sale  of  the  real  estates  devised  to  be  sold, 
and  the  investment  of  the  money  in  purchases  of  lands  to  be  settled. 
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and  ordering  the  money  to  be  placed  out,  in  the  mean  time,  at 
interest.  26th  August,  1713,  the  Master  made  his  report,  and 
reported  that  Lord  Bath  had  a  balance  in  hand  of  £15,327  26'.  lid., 
which  was  to  be  placed  out.  Lord  Bath  continued  to  receive  and 
pay  money  as  executor,  and  before  July,  1722,  he  purchased  with 
the  testator's  money  £17,600  South  Sea  stock,  in  the  names  of 
Taylour  and  himself,  Lake  being  dead.  On  the  11th  July,  1722,  an 
order  was  made,  on  two  petitions  of  Taylour  and  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  cause,  that  the  estate  at  Muswell  Hill,  which  had  not  been 
sold,  should  be  conveyed  to  the  uses  of  the  will  instead  of  being 
sold,  and  that  the  South  Sea  stock  should  be  transferred  to  the 
Master,  who  should  transfer  it  to  the  three  plaintiffs  in  the  cause. 
The  conveyance  and  transfers  were  made  accordingly ;  the  stock 
being  increased,  by  an  addition  made  by  the  company,  to  £18,700. 
Lord  Bath,  having  a  power  of  attorney  from  Harry  and  Daniel, 
afterwards  sold  out  the  stock,  and  having  received  £19,048 
17s.  6d.  trust-money,  and  having  purchased  the  manor  *  of  [*  225] 
Bathwick,  and  other  estates  in  and  near  Bath,  and  the 
manor  of  "Wrington,  and  other  estates  thereabout,  for  £35,000,  he, 
by  indenture  dated  9th  February,  1735,  demised  these  premises  to 
Harry  Pulteney  (Daniel  being  dead  without  issue  male)  for  one 
thousand  years,  defeasible  if  he  should,  within  three  years,  with 
the  approbation  of  the  Master,  lay  out  the  £19,048  17s.  6d.  in  the 
purchase  of  lands  to  be  settled,  with  the  Master's  approbation,  to 
the  uses  of  the  will,  or  should,  within  three  years,  lay  out  the 
money  on  securities,  and  should  indemnify  Harry,  and  the  execu- 
tors of  Daniel,  in  respect  of  the  sale  of  the  stocks.  By  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  dated  3rd  and  4th  May,  1736,  to  which  Harry 
Pulteney  was  a  party,  reciting  this  security  and  many  of  the 
transactions,  and  that  the  manor  of  Bathwick  and  the  rest  of  that 
estate,  were  worth  £13,000,  he  in  satisfaction  of  so  much  of  the 
£19,048  17s.  6f?..  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  subsisting  uses  of 
the  testator's  will.  Lord  Bath  had  then  a  son,  William,  who  was 
afterwards  Lord  Viscount  Pulteney,  and,  by  will  dated  19th  May, 
1762,  reciting  the  conveyance  in  satisfaction  of  the  X  13,000,  and 
that  there  remained  unapplied  £23,488  2s.  Id.  of  the  personal 
estate,  which  had  been  ever  since,  and  then  was  in  his  hands, 
and  that  the  manor  of  Wrington,  &c.,  being  improved,  were  of 
greater  value,  he  devised  those  estates  to  his  son  William  in  tail 
male,  remainder  to  Harry  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
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sons  in  tail  male,  the  subsisting  uses  of  the  will,  in  satisfaction  of 
the  £23,488  2s.  Id.  On  the  12th  February,  1763,  William,  Lord 
Pulteney  died  without  issue  male.  On  the  21st  May,  1763, 
William,  Earl  of  Bath  made  another  will,  which  revoked  the 
former,  and  without  taking  any  notice  of  the  £23,488  2s.  Id.  gave 
all  his  manor,  &c.,  which  he  was  seised  or  possessed  of,  or  to  which 
he  was  in  any  wise  entitled,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder, 
or  which  should  thereafter  be  purchased  with  any  trust  monies 
(except  the  reversions  of  the  estates  of  the  late  Earl  of  Bradford, 
and  some  premises  in  the  possession  of  Lord  Egremont)  to  his 
brother  Harry  in  fee,  and  gave  him  all  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate,  and  made  him  executor.  On  the  7th  July,  1764,  he  died 
without  issue,  and  Harry  Pulteney  proved  his  will,  and  took 
possession  of  his  estates.  On  the  14th  August,  1767,  Harry 
Pulteney  made  his  will,  and  (after  disposing  of  some  particular 
estates  in  Middlesex)  gave  all  his  other  estates  in  Middlesex,  and 
his  estates  in  Somerset,  Montgomery,  Salop,  and  York  (except  the 
reversion  of  Lord  Bradford's  estates),  subject  to  a  trust 
[*  226]  term,  to  his  cousin  the  *  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Pulteney,  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  her  daughter,  Henrietta  Laura,  for  life  ;  remain- 
der to  her  first  and  other  sons  ;  remainder  to  the  Earl  of  Darlington 
for  life  ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  with  remainders 
over  ;  and  gave  all  his  money,  securities  for  money,  goods,  chattels, 
and  personal  estate  not  before  disposed  of,  to  his  executors  in 
trust,  after  payment  of  his  debts,  to  lay  out  the  residue  in  the  pur- 
chase of  lands,  to  ])e  settled  upon  Lord  Darlington,  and  his  first 
and  other  sons,  with  remainders  over,  and  appointed  Lord  LJarling- 
ton.  Lord  Chetwynd,  the  plaintiff  William  Pulteney,  and  Sir  Harry 
Bernard,  executors  of  this  will.  On  the  26th  October,  1767,  he 
died  without  issue,  leaving  the  plaintiff  Frances  his  heir,  and  tlie 
heir-general  of  the  family,  she  being  the  daughter  of  his  cousin, 
Daniel  Pulteney.  The  bill  was  brought  to  have  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator,  Henry  Guy,  wliich  was  left  in  the 
hands  of  William,  Earl  of  Bath,  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands, 
to  ])e  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  Frances  in  fee.  The  cause  was 
heard  before  Lord  Chancellor  Bathurst,  who  dismissed  the  bill, 
and  it  came  on  upon  a  re-hearing  before  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow, 
14tli  November,  1778. 

The   case  was  argued  by  the   Attorney-General,  Mr.  Dunning, 
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and  ]\Ir.  Hargrave,  for  the  plain  tiff's,  and  by  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr. 
Kenyon,  and  Mr.  Lee  for  the  defendants.  The  following  was  the 
argument  of  — 

Mr.  Hargrave.  —  The  authorities  to  show  that  money  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  is  to  be  considered  as  land  are  numerous  ;  I  shall 
class  thera  under  heads.  First,  with  respect  to  assets  :  the  money 
so  fully  becomes  land,  as  not  to  be  assets  to  pay  debts,  Baden  v. 
Earl  of  Pemhroke,  2  Vern.  52  ;  Laivrence  v.  Beverly,  2  Keble,  841, 
cited  2  Vern.  55.  Second,  as  to  courtesy  :  where  the  feme 
*  covert  is  an  equitable  tenant  in  tail,  the  husband  shall  [*  227] 
have  his  courtesy,  Sivretapple  v.  Bindon,  2  Vern.  536  ;  Lin- 
gen  V.  Sotvrai/,  1  P.  Wms.  172  ;  ^  but  the  wife  is  not  entitled  to 
dower,  because  not  dowable  of  an  e(juitable  estate.  Third,  Where 
a  contract  is  made  to  purchase  land,  money  thus  circumstanced 
will  pass  as  land,  Milncr  v.  Mills,  Mose.  123  ;  Greenhill  v.  GreenhiU, 
2  Vern.  679;  Pre.  Ch.  320  ;  Arhrrley  v.  Vernon,  1  P.  Wms.  783  ; 
Lanyford  v.  Pitt,  2  P.  Wms.  629.  Fourth,  So  if  the  agreement 
lie  entered  into,  previ(»us  to  making  a  will,  the  money  will  not 
pass  as  such  by  the  will,  Allcyn  v.  Alh yn,  Mose.  262  ;  Lang- 
ford  V.  Pitt  ;  but  will  pass  as  land  by  the  word  ckewherf. 
Lingen  v.  Soinrtiy,  Huidott  v.  Guidott,  3  Atk.  254.  And  a  general 
devise  to  a  legatee  will  not  pass  money  so  to  be  laid  out,  Cross 
V.  Addenhroke,  Fulhain  v.  Jones  (3  P.  Wms.  222  n.) ;  Shorer  v. 
SJiorer,  10  Mod.  39.  Equity  so  assimilates  it  to  land,  that  where  a 
recovery  is  necessary,  a  fine  will  not  be  sufficient,  Colwal  v.  Shad- 
well,  cited  1  P.  Wms.  471,  485;  Short  v.  Jrood,  1  P.  Wms.  470; 
Cunningham  y.  Moody,  1  Ves.  Sen.  174;  Collett  v.  Colldt,!  Atk.  11. 
Money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  is  uniformly  treated  as  land.  The 
cases  are  of  three  sorts  ;  1st.  Of  money  in  the  hands  of  trustees  ; 
2nd.  Where  there  is  only  a  covenant ;  3d.  Where  it  is  neither  in 
the  hands  of  trustees,  nor  secured  by  a  covenant.  Of  the  first 
kind  is  Kettleby  v.  Atwood,  1  Vern.  471.  Of  the  second. 
Knights  v.  Atkins,  2  Vern.  20  ;  Lanry  v.  Fairchild,  2  Vern.  101  ; 
Scud  a  more  v.  Scudamore,  Pre.  Ch.  543  ;  Disher  y.Disher,  1  P.  Wms. 
204;  Fulham  v.  Jones;  Edvxtrds  v.  Countess  of  Wanvick,  2  P. 
Wms.  171,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  494;  Lerhmnr  v.  Earl  of  Carlisle,  3  P. 
Wms.  211 ;  Forrester,  80.  Of  the  third  sort  is  Chaplin  v.  Horner, 
1  P.  Wms.  483.  The  result  is,  that  money  agreed  or  directed  to 
be  laid  out  in  land,  acquires  the  property  of  descending  to  the  heir. 

*  Cited  from  Re<i;.  Book,  ,an  appeal  iu  H.  L.  7  Bro.  P.  C.  551,  555. 
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2ndly.  That  it  continues  so  till  altered  by  the  act  of  a  party 
entitled  to  alter  it,  that  is,  by  a  person  havin<^-  the  absolute 
property.  In  the  present  case,  Lord  Bath  intended  to  preserve  it 
as  land,  and  appropriated  a  particular  estate  to  the  uses,  and  kept 
separate  accounts  of  it.  In  his  will,  at  one  time,  he  had  an  inten- 
tion of  devisino-  the  Wrinston  estate  as  a  satisfaction  for  it.  In 
his  last  will,  he  expressly  treats  the  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land 
as  land,  "  and  all  lands  hereafter  to  be  purchased  with  trust 
money,"  and  limits  it  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  General  Pulteney. 

General  Pulteney's  will  is  general ;  there  is  nothing  to  be 
[*  228]   gathered  from  that,  or  from  any  act  in  his  *  lifetime,  to 

show  any  intent  upon  the  subject.  It  is  oljjected  that  the 
words,  "  lands,  whatsoever,  and  wheresoever,"  pass  actual  lands  only, 
not  money  to  be  turned  into  land.  This  is  arguing  against  the 
authorities  of  Lingen  v.  Soivray,  and  Guidott  v.  Guidott.  Then 
the  words  "  to  be  purchased,"  are  tied  up  in  argument,  to  be  in 
Lord  Bath's  lifetime.  This  is  mere  gratis  dicturn  ;  who  can 
doubt  his  intent  to  pass  Guy's  trust  ?  The  gentlemen  next  result 
to  the  doctrine  of  merger,  that  the  term  in  the  Wrington  estate 
merged  in  General  Pulteney ;  but  the  trust  did  not  depend  upon 
the  term  ;  there  was  another  fund,  the  personal  estate  of  Lord 
Bath.  The  merger  being  involuntary  doth  not  show  the  intent  of 
the  parties.  Then  it  is  objected,  that  this  differs  from  all  the  other 
cases,  that  there  are  no  trustees,  nor  any  covenant.  But  Lechniere 
V.  Lechmere,  3  P.  Wms.  211,  shows  that  the  Court  never  wants  a 
trustee.  A  covenant  is  equally  unnecessary.  In  Zechmej'e  v. 
Lechmere  the  heir  was  a  volunteer,  and  could  not  enforce  the 
covenant.  In  the  mortgage.  Lord  Bath  did  covenant  for  £19,000 
of  the  money.  Keceiving  the  money  implies  a  covenant.  Sup- 
pose a  testator  to  order  a  sum  of  money  to  be  laid  out  to  uses, 
would  not  the  Court  order  it  to  be  laid  out,  though  there  was  no 
trustee,  or  covenant  ?  Another  objection  made  is,  that  General 
Pulteney  was  both  debtor  and  creditor,  and  so  the  debt  was  extin- 
guished ;  but  the  error  here  is,  the  comparing  this  to  a  debt.  It  is 
not  claimed  by  Mrs.  Pulteney  as  a  creditor,  luit  as  heir  of  General 
Pulteney.  It  is  admitted  by  the  last  answer,  that  Mrs.  Pulteney  is 
not  a  creditor,  but  heir.  The  true  ground  is,  the  intent  of  Guy  to 
make  it  land,  affirmed  by  Lord  l>ath,  and  not  altered  by  General 
Pulteney.  As  to  the  Wrington  estate  being  a  satisfaction,  that  is 
much  relied  upon.    The  will  by  whicli  tliat  estate  was  to  go  in  satis- 
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faction,  is  revoked ;  besides,  the  intention,  if  it  was  as  a  satisfaction, 
is  not  sufficient;  for  under  General  Pulteney's  will,  she  is  only 
tenant  for  life.  Then  it  is  said  to  be  like  the  case  of  Ferrers  v. 
Ferrers,  1  Ch.  Kep.  17 ;  but  in  that  case,  there  was  a  special  dec- 
laration converting  the  money  into  its  original  state,  and  in 
Cross  V.  Addenhroke,  and  Fulham  v.  Jones,  it  is  held,  that  there 
must  be  such  an  express  declaration.  The  last  argument  the 
gentlemen  have  made  use  of,  is,  the  intermixture  of  the  trust- 
money  with  that  of  Lord  Bath  and  General  Pulteney.  This  was 
originally  by  Lord  Bath,  and  he  showed,  that  he  did  not,  by  it,  intend 
to  discharge  the  money  of  its  character  as  land.  A  further  argu- 
ment arises  from  his  accounts  of  the  balance  due  to  the  trust  fund. 

On  a  subsequent  day  Lord  Chancellor  Tiiurlow  gave  judgment. 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  :  The  question  relative  to  this  [236] 
sum  of  X  23,488  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  considered  as  real  or  per- 
sonal property  ;  if  it  is  real  estate,  it  is  not  disposed  of  by  the  will 
of  Harry  Pulteney,  eo  nomine,  which  he  has  done,  if  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  personal  estate.  If  he  meant  to  give  it  as  personal  estate, 
it  will  be  sufficient,  it  must  go  as  such  ;  and  I  hardly  know  any- 
thing that  is  Kot  sufficient  to  show  such  an  intention.  General 
Pulteney's  will  gives  his  real  estate  by  local  descriptions,  so  that 
he  had  it  not  in  his  contemplation  to  include  these  sums  in  that 
devise.  Some  stress  has  been  laid  upon  his  giving  securities  for 
money ;  there  seems  an  anxiety  in  the  will  to  express  his  intention 
of  giving  all  his  personal  estate.  It  was  argued  that  evidence 
dehors  the  will  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  weigh  in  the  construc- 
tion of  it,  but  the  question  did  not  turn  upon  his  will.  The 
question  principally  is,  what  presumption  arises  as  to  his  intention 
from  the  acts  he  has  done.  Harry  Pulteney,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  was  as  absolute  an  owner  of  this  fund  as  could  possibly  be. 
The  question  is  what  the  law  has  said  on  this  subject ;  I  confess,  I 
have  found  it  a  matter  of  considerable  difficulty  to  find  the  opinion 
of  Judges  upon  the  subject  ;  but  the  opinion  in  Chichester  v. 
Bickerstaff,  2  Vern.  295,  is,  I  think,  the  right  opinion,  notwithstand- 
ing Lechmere  v.  Lechmere,  Forrest,  80.  It  is  clear  tba.t  had  this  been 
a  fund  outstanding  in  trustees,  and  it  had  been  necessary  to  come 
hitlier  in  order  to  obtain  it,  the  money  when  ol)tained  would  have 
been  personal  property.  And  so  it  would  also,  if  the  trustees  paid 
it  without  suit.     This  is  supposing  the  estate   when    purchased 
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would  be  a  fee-simple,  for  it  would  lie  otherwise  in  case  of  its  l>eini' 
an  estate-tail  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  that  it  would  })ass  by  a 
will  unattested  by  witnesses,  and  in  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Countess 

of  Waruncl',  2  P.  Wnis.  171,  it  was  said  a  parol  direction 
[*  237]   *  would  do.     These  cases  have  surrounded  the  point.     I 

have  no  doubt  upon  all  the  cases,  that  the  slightest  inten- 
tion to  take  it  as  money  would  make  it  so.     In  Kettlchij  x.Atwood, 

1  Vern.  2i)8,  determined  for  the  administratrix,  and  reversed  by 
Lord  Jeffries,  1  Vern.  471,  the  first  doubt  arose  and  the  reversal 
proceeded  upon  the  cant  expression,  that  in  equity  what  is  to  be 
done  is  considered  as  done.  Either  that  idea  should  have  been 
carried  fully  out,  or  it  should  have  been  abandoned.  1  think  it 
should  have  been  the  latter.  The  matter  is  only  in  action,  and  the 
party  has  a  right  to  have  it  ajiplied  as  he  thinks  proper.  If  A.  B. 
has  £20,000  to  be  laid  out  in  land  for  his  use,  he  has  nobody  to 
sue  ;  the  right  and  the  thing  centering  in  one  jierson,  the  action  is 
extinguished.  This  point  was  much  consideied  in  the  time  of 
James  I.,  with  respect  to  the  debtor  being  made  executor  and  it 
was  determined  on  the  good  sense  of  the  case  that  the  rule  did  not 
apply,  on  account  of  the  rights  of  the  creditors;  but  if  there  is  no 
legal  cr  equitable  title  out  against  the  party  who  is  in  possession 
of  the  fund,  there  the  rule  does  apply,  and  the  heir  cannot  say 
there  was  an  use  for  him.  The  first  cases  were,  that  cited  in  2  Vern. 
5.")  (^Lav-renre  v.  Berrrhi^,  as  founded  on  a  general  rule.antl  Srud(i- 
■iiiorc  V.  l^cvjhi more,  Pre.  ( 'h.  543,  and  then  irJi if  /'■/cJi  v.  Jcnn  in,  cited 

2  ^'ern.  58,  liut  no  particidar  ruL^  can  be  drawn  from  them.  Then 
rame  Krttlchij  v.  Atirood  ;  there  the  fund  was  not  in  the  hands  of 
the  party  who  had  a  right  to  the  money;  Lord  (Icildfokd  thought 
the  wife,  having  an  estate  for  life,  had  a  right  to  call  for  the  money. 
Lord  Jf:ffi;ies  reversed  it,  only  citing  Lavirencr  v.  lirrrrl n,  2  Keble, 
841  ;  cited  2  Vern.  55.  Next  came  (Irirhrstcr  v.  B'c'crs/ojf',  2  Xeru. 
295.  Lord  Somers  said  the  money  had  been  bound  by  the  articles, 
but  that,  whilst  it  remains  money,  it  shall  be  part  of  the  i)ersonal 
estate  of  the  person  who  might  have  aliened  the  land  ;  afterwards 
was  Svrj'tapple  v.  Bindon,  2  Vern.  5oB.  It  was  cited  as  governing 
this  case,  but  there  is  nothing  in  it  conformable  to  the  case  before 
Lord  Somers.  In  TAntjen  v.Sowrrni,  \  P.  Wius.  172,  176,  some  parts 
were  to  go  as  land,  some  as  money,  according  to  the  acts  done, 
Lrrliinerc  v.  Lrchnicre,  Forrest,  80,  and  15  Viner,  40;  Knit/hts  v. 
Atkins,  2   Vern.  20,  the  question  was  as  to  the  remainder  in  fee. 
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the  money  was  not  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  ;  Diskerv.  Dishei', 
1  P.  Wms.  204;  Chaplin  v.  Horner,  1  P.  Wins.  483,  it  was  upon  a 
marriage  settlement,  but  there  the  money  was  not  in  the 
father's  *  possession.  If  the  case  had  come  before  me,  [*  238] 
without  the  pressure  of  great  names,  I  should  not  have 
decided  it  so  ;  the  best  way  would  have  been  to  have  taken  it  as 
money.  Hancock  y.  Hancock,  1  Vern.  605.  In  Edwards  v.  Countess 
of  Warvnck,  2  P.  Wms.  171,  the  money  vested  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees.  I  omitted  Lancij  v.  Faircliild,  2  Vern.  101  ;  Syrnons  v. 
Raitter,  2  Vern.  227.  I  think  Hutchins  was  right.  In  Oldham  v. 
Hughes,  2  Atk.  452,  the  husband  claimed  in  opposition  to  his  own 
agreement  to  lay  it  out  in  land.  Guidott  v.  G-uidott,  3  Atk.  254,  does 
not  apply  ;  the  money  was  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  Bowes  v. 
Lord  Shreivshnry,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  269.  In  Cunningham  v.  Moody,  1  Ves. 
Sen.  174,  176,  the  question  was  whether  payment  of  the  money  to 
tenant-in-tail,  with  remainder  in  fee,  was  a  good  payment ;  held  not 
so.  It  was  looked  upon  by  counsel  to  be  very  much  in  point  to 
the  present  case,  but  as  to  the  money  beings  paid  to  tenants  in  tail, 
with  reversion  to  herself  in  fee,  the  reporter  must  have  mistaken 
the  expression.  The  use  that  I  make  of  these  cases  notwithstand- 
ing the  dicta  they  contain  is  this,  that  where  a  sum  of  money  is  in 
the  hands  of  one,  without  any  other  use  but  for  liimself,  it  will  be 
money,  and  the  heir  cannot  claim ;  like  the  case  of  Chichester  v. 
Bickcrstaff,  against  which  1  think  there  is  no  judgment,  though 
there  are  a  number  of  ojdnions.  I  know  no  better  authority  than 
that  case.  Put  whether  that  is  clearly  so  or  not,  circumstances  of 
demeanour  in  the  person  (even  though  slight)  will  be  sufficient  to 
decide  it ;  a  very  little  would  do ;  receiving  it  from  the  trustees 
there  is  no  doubt  would  be  sufficient.  Lord  Bath  did  receive  it ; 
he  had  it  in  his  hands.  Suppose  he  had  it  by  way  of  covenant : 
otherwise  where  would  there  be  an  end  ?  If  he  kept  it  subject  to  a 
covenant  to  lay  it  out  for  fifty  years,  should  the  heir  come  for  it  at 
the  end  of  that  term  ?  It  would  lead  to  infinite  inconveniences.  I  am 
of  opinion  with  Lord  Bathurst,  that  the  money  under  the  circum- 
stances continued  money,  and  that  the  bill  was  rightly  dismissed- 

Decree  affirmed. 

An  appeal  was  subsequently  taken  to  the  House  of  Lords,  where 
the  decree  was  affirmed.     3  May,.  1796,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  530. 
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ENGLISH   NOTES. 

In  Sharp  v.  De  St.  Saucear  (1878),  L.  K.,  7  Cli.  343,  41  L.  J. 
Ch.  576,  lands  situated  at  E.  were  conveyed  by  two  tenants  in  com- 
mon, L.  and  S.,  to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  ])ro- 
ceeds  in  trust  for  L.  and  S.  in  equal  shares,  and  that  until  sale  the 
trustee  sliould  hold  the  lands  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  L., 
and  the  other  moiety  for  S.  By  a  subsequent  agreement  between  L. 
and  S.  it  was  agreed  that  the  trustee  should  allot  the  lands  between 
L.  and  S.,  and  hold  the  entirety  of  the  allotments  in  trust  for  L. 
and  S.  re.spectively,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  power  of  sale 
vested  in  the  trustee  by  the  first-mentioned  conveyance.  S.  died,  hav- 
ing by  her  will  given  all  her  landed  property  situate  at  E.  to  her  hus- 
band for  life,  with  remainder  to  a  brother  and  sister.  It  was  held  by 
Lord  Hatherley,  L.  C,  that  the  trust  for  sale  was  put  an  end  to  by 
this  agreement;  but  even  assuming  the  trust  for  sale  still  to  have  been 
in  existence,  the  property  was  ''at  home  "  with  S.,  and  was  either  land 
or  money,  as  she  might  elect.  And  that  by  the  devise  of  her  landed 
estate  at  E.  she  did  elect  to  take  the  property  as  land,  and  to  devise  it 
in  tliat  form.  The  peculiarity  of  the  case  was  that  the  husband  was  an 
alien,  and  that  he  could  not  (as  the  law  then  stood)  hold  the  land,  so 
that  the  interest  went  to  the  Crown.  But  this  was  held  to  make  no 
difference  in  the  inference  of  intention  from  the  words  of  the  will. 

The  judgment  of  the  Masteh  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  G.  Jessel),  in 
the  case  of  In  re  Gordon,  Rnlieris  v.  Gordon  (1877),  6  Ch.  D.  531,  46 
L.  J.  Ch.  794,  contains  a  useful  comment  on'the  earlier  authorities.  In 
this  case  a  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  land  and  personal  estate  to 
A.  and  B.  upon  trust  for  sale  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds 
upon  trust  for  C.  (who  was  the  testator's  heir-at-law)  absolutely.  A. 
predeceased  the  testator,  and  B.  renounced  probate,  though  he  did  not 
disclaim  the  trusts.  C.  received  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  for  9  years 
after  the  testator's  death,  and  then  died  intestate.  The  i>laintiff,  who 
was  the  personal  representative  of  C,  claimed  against  the  defendant,  his 
heir-at-law,  to  have  the  estate  sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  to  him.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  C  Jessel)  held  that  there  had  been  an 
implied  disclaimer  by  B.,  so  that  the  legal  estate  devolved  upon  C. ; 
but  whether  a  bare  legal  estate  were  outstanding  or  not,  C.  must  be 
taken  to  have  elected  to  take  the  land  as  real  estate.  After  giving  his 
opinion  on  the  former  point,  and  stating  the  facts,  which  consisted 
merely  in  C.'s  taking  possession  and  receiving  the  rents  through  an 
agent,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  says  (6  Ch.  D.  535,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  796) : 
''Now,  under  those  circumstances,  has  he  <»r  not  got  the  estate  home 
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and  shown  an  intention  of  keeping  it?  I  tliink  he  has.  Upon  this 
point  I  will  read  a  few  words  from  an  old  case  which  was  frequently 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  Crahtree  v.  Bramhle,  3  Atk. 
687,  688.  The  case  is  remarkable  for  this,  that  the  decision  was,  not 
only  that  a  certain  act  done  as  regards  real  estate  reconverted  it,  but 
that  it  reconverted  another  estate  subject  to  the  same  uses,  the  presump- 
tion being  that  if  you  intend  to  reconvert  one  you  intend  to  reconvert 
all.  Lord  Hardwicke  says  (3  Atk.  687,  688):  'The  second  question 
is  as  to  the  election  of  Elizabeth  the  daughter,  whether  there  be  any 
evidence  in  the  case  of  her  electing  to  keep  this  as  land  ?  It  must  be 
allowed  equity  follows  the  contracts  of  parties,  in  order  to  preserve 
their  intent,  by  carrying  it  into  execution,  and  depends  on  this  prin- 
ciple, that  what  has  been  agreed  to  be  done  for  valuable  consideration 
is  considered  as  done,  and  holds  in  every  case  except  in  dower;  and, 
therefore,  where  money  is  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  there  the  Court  will 
make  it  have  the  property  of  land;  the  same  rule  of  lands  to  be  con- 
verted into  mone3^'  In  that  case  there  were  two  successive  tenants  for 
life,  '■ — Richard  Bramble,  the  father,  who  died  in  1701,  and  the  mother, 
who  died  in  1742.  Elizabeth,  who  was  entitled  in  remainder,  did  not 
survive  her  mother  quite  two  years.  There  the  legal  estate  was  \u\- 
doubtedly  outstanding  in  trustees.  Lord  Hardwicke  observes  :  'She, 
on  her  mother's  death  entered  on  the  land,  and  from  that  time  con- 
tinued in  possession  for  two  3'ears,  received  the  rents,  made  no  applica- 
tion to  trustees  to  sell,  nor  brought  a  bill  against  them  to  sell,  though 
she  had  a  right  to  apply  to  them  to  sell,  and,  as  cestui  que  trust,  might 
have  contracted  for  selling,  and  bound  the  trustees.' 

"Every  word  of  that  ap])lies  to  Cosmo  Gordon,  assuming  the  legal 
estate  to  be  in  the  trustee,  with  this  addition,  that  here  it  is  nine  years 
instead  of  two.  Lord  Hardwicke  then  refers  to  an  additional  point 
which  does  not  occur  in  this  case:  'But  there  is  still  something  more 
in  the  case;  she  made  a  lease  in  1729  of  the  land,  reserving  a  rent  to 
her  and  her  heirs,  and  likewise  in  1739  with  the  same  reservation. 
This  hath  been  insisted  to  be  a  further  act  to  show  she  approved  of  its 
continuing  as  land.'  He  uses  the  words  '  further  act '  to  show,  in  Lord 
Hardwicke's  opinion,  that  what  she  did  in  entering  into  possession, 
receiving  the  rents  for  a  period  of  two  years,  and  making  no  applica- 
tion to  the  trustees  to  sell,  was  at  least  an  act.  '  It  was  objected,  the 
leases  were  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  who  had  her  life  in  the 
estate;  but  the  question  is  not,  whether  she  had  a  right  to  lease  it  out, 
but  whether  this  does  not  amount  to  an  approbation  of  its  continuing 
as  real  estate.'  Then  he  goes  on  to  say,  '  Had  she  any  right  to  make 
an  election  at  twenty-one,  after  the  death  of  the  father,  as  she  was  the 
only  child  of  the  marriage?     I  am  of  opinion  that  she  had  a  right  to 
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elect  even  during  the  motlier's  life,  and  that  .she  miglit  have  come  into 
this  Court  to  compel  the  trustees  to  sell  this  reversion  for  her  benefit, 
even  in  the  mother's  lifetime;  and  though  she  had  this  right,  yet, 
instead  of  doing  this,  she  makes  leases  of  the  lands,  reserving  rent  to 
her,  her  heirs  and  assigns.  Can  there  be  a  stronger  evidence  to  show 
her  intention  to  continue  it  as  real  estate  than  that  she  had  bound  her 
heirs  to  make  good  this  lease?  It  has  been  said  the  trustees  in  point 
of  law  had  a  right  to  receive  the  rents,  and  to  be  sure  they  had;  and 
yet  she  enters  against  their  possession  and  grants  leases  of  the  lands;  and 
it  was  a  very  material  observation  -of  the  defendant's  counsel  with  re- 
gard to  the  heir's  being  liable  to  an  action  on  the  part  of  the  lessee.' 

''It  appears  to  me  that  Lord  Hakdwicke  considered  the  granting  of 
the  leases  as  being  an  additional  act,  strongly  confirmatory,  but  still 
an  additional  act,  to  the  act  of  taking  possession  and  receiving  the 
rents.  Strictly  speaking,  she  had  no  right  to  the  possession,  because 
the  trustees  had  it;  she  had  no  right  to  receive  the  rents,  because  the 
trustees  had  a  right  to  receive  them.  In  Lord  Hardwicke's  opinion 
what  she  did  take,  independently  of  that  further  act,  she  would  have 
been  entitled  to  take,  though  he  did  lay  hold  of  the  further  act  to  con- 
firm the  conclusion  he  came  to. 

"Now,  of  course,  in  this  case  there  are  no  acts  binding  the  heir  by 
covenant,  because  the  common  term  'from  year  to  year'  did  not  bind 
the  heir.  But  there  is  this  observation  to  be  made,  and  in  that  respect 
It  appears  to  me  to  come  within  the  principles  of  Crabtree  v.  Bramble, 
o  Atk,  680,  as  he  did  let  to  a  new  tenant  from  year  to  year,  he  would 
have  been  liable  to  an  action  by  the  tenant  if  the  trustees  had  after- 
wards exercised  the  trust  for  sale,  supposing  tlu^y  had  sold  the  estate, 
and  that  tenant  had  been  evicted.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  my 
opinion  would  have  been  different  if  there  had  been  no  change  of  ten- 
ancy during  the  nine  years. 

"Then  in  Wlwldalp  v.  Part  ridge,  8  Ves.  235,  7  R.  R.  37,  Lord  Eldon 
says  this:  'The  money  being  once  clearly  and  plainly  imi)ressed  with 
real  uses  as  land,  and  one  of  those  iises  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir, 
the  impression  will  remain  for  his  benefit;  and  to  put  an  end  to  that  im- 
pressitm  it  must  be  sliown  either  that  the  money  was  in  the  possession  of 
a])erson  who  had  in  himself  both  the  heirs  and  executors,  or  he  must  do 
some  act  to  denote  a  change  of  his  intention  as  to  the  devolution  of  the 
property  upon  eith(!r.'  Then  he  says:  '  And  it  is  not  correct  to  say  the 
Court  does  not  interfere  between  volunteers,  if  they  give  to  the  executor 
that  money  which  the  instrument  has  given  to  the  heir.  The  case  of 
Pidteneif  v.  Lord  Darlington,  1  Bro.  P.  C.  530,  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
a  case  much  agitated,  and  upon  which  all  the  great  lawyers  were  con- 
sulted, went  HO  furtlier  than  this:  that,  if  the  property  was  at  liome, 
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in  tlie  possession  of  the  person  under  whom  they  daimed  as  heir  and 
executor,  the  heir  could  not  take  it;  but  if  it  stood  out  in  a  third  per- 
son he  might;  and  the  question  in  that  cause  was,  not  upon  the  equity 
between  the  heir  and  executor,  but  whether  the  money  was  at  home.' 
Then  he  says :  '  In  the  older  cases  there  is  uo  doubt  that  if  a  real  use 
was  once  impressed  upon  the  property,  it  went  through  all  the  limi- 
tations till  it  was  at  home  in  the  pocket  of  the  party,  or  any  act  done 
by  him  to  take  off  that  impression  so  as  to  entitle  the  executor.  The 
slightest  act  would  do.'  I  have  read  down  to  these  words  to  show  that 
it  is  something  very  slight,  and  there  is  a  reason  for  saying  so.  There 
is  no  equity  as  regards  the  personal  representative;  there  was  no  human 
being  who  could  call  on  Cosmo  Gordon  to  sell  the  estate  or  to  keep  it. 
And  of  course  when  he  died,  it  being  (as  it  was)  land,  you  must,  in 
order  to  raise  up  the  equity  in  favour  of  the  person  claiming  it,  as 
being  something  other  than  it  really  was,  show  some  contract  binding 
on  the  estate. 

"The  cases  of  Harcoiirt  v.  Seymour,  2  Sim.  (X.  S.)  12,  and  Dixon  v. 
Goyfere,  17  Beav.  433,  have  also  beeii  referred  to.  All  that  Lord 
RoMiLLY  said  that  was  pertinent  to  this  (juestion  was.  that  a  slight  act 
will  do,  following  what  Lord  Eldon  said  with  regard  to  the  converse 
case.  In  Hnrcourt  v.  Seymour,  2  Sim.  (X.  S.)  45,  the  Vice-Chax- 
OELLoK,  afterwards  Lord  Ckanworth,  says  this:  'I  take  the  law 
upon  this  case  to  be  perfectly  clear.  Where,  by  a  settlement,  land  has 
been  agreed  to  be  converted  into  money,  or  money  to  be  converted  into 
land,  a  character  is  imposed  upon  it,  until  somebody  entitled  to  take  it 
in  either  form  chooses  to  elect  that,  instead  of  its  being  converted  into 
money,  or  instead  of  its  being  converted  into  land,  it  shall  remain  in  the 
form  in  which  it  is  actually  fmuid.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  that  is 
the  law;  and  the  only  question  in  each  particular  case  is,  whether  there  # 

have  been  acts  sutHcient  to  enable  the  Court  to  say  that  the  party  has 
so  determined.'  Then,  after  commenting  on  the  argument  of  counsel, 
who  contended  that  there  must  be  the  intention  to  convert,  he  sa3's : 
'  I  do  not,  however,  think  that  that  is  the  correct  view  of  the  law.  It 
is  quite  suflficient  if  the  Court  sees  that  the  party  means  it  to  be  taken 
in  the  state  in  which  it  actually  is.  ^^Hiether  he  did,  or  did  not,  know 
that,  but  for  some  election  by  him,  it  would  be  turned  into  land,  is 
quite  immaterial.' 

'•I  think  myself  that  in  this  case,  as  I  said  before,  there  are  quite 
sufficient  acts  even  if  the  estate  were  in  the  trustee.  Of  course  if  it  is 
not,  as  I  think  it  is  not,  it  is  an  a  fortiori  case  in  favour  of  the 
defendant." 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Lewis,  Foxwell  v.  Lewis  (1885),  30  Ch.  D.  654, 
55  L.  J.  Ch.  232,  53  L.  T.  387,  34  W.  R.  150,  a  testator  devised  and 


58  CONVERSION   AND   RE-CONVERSION, 

No.  6.  —  Pulteney  v.  Earl  of  Darlington.  —  Notes. 

bequeathed  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  and  in- 
vest, and  to  pay  the  income  to  testator's  wife  during  life  or  widowhood, 
and  at  her  death  or  second  marriage  to  divide  the  trust  funds  equally 
(in  the  events  which  happened)  between  two  children  who  survived 
him.  He  died  in  1869  without  leaving  any  other  issue,  and  both 
children  died  in  infancy  and  without  issue.  The  widow,  who  did  not 
marry  again,  died  in  1885,  about  nine  years  after  the  death  of  the  last 
surviving  child,  intestate.  The  only  real  estate  left  by  the  testator 
was  a  house,  of  which  he  had  in  1869  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  of  twenty- 
one  years,  with  an  option  to  the  tenant  to  purchase  the  house  at  any 
time  during  the  term.  At  the  death  of  the  widow  the  house  had  not 
been  sold.  Feakson,  J.,  held  that  there  being  an  absolute  trust 
for  sale,  the  real  estate  was  converted  into  personalty  as  from  the  death 
of  the  testator.  But  he  held  that  by  reason  of  the  tenant  having  the 
option  to  purchase,  the  widow  receiving  the  rent  of  the  house  for  nine 
years  after  she  so  became  absolutely  entitled,  did  not  raise  an  inference 
of  her  election  to  take  the  property  as  real  estate.  For,  owing  to  the 
tenant  having  the  option  of  purchase,  which  had  not  been  exercised 
but  which  was  still  unexpired,  the  widow  had  ]»racticall3^  no  choice  in 
the  matter.  And  this  circumstance  distinguished  the  case  from  In  re 
Gordon,  Jttoherts  v.  Gordon,  where  nine  years'  possession  was  held  suf- 
ficient to  raise  the  inference  of  exercising  the  election. 

The  learned  Judge,  Pearsox,  J.,  in  the  last-mentioned  judgment 
mentioned  a  case  of  In  re  Cashorne,  Holden  v.  Lofft  (August  3,  1885), 
in  which  he  had  followed  In  re  Gordon.  There  a  marriage  settlement 
of  personal  estate  authorised  the  trustees,  at  request  of  husband  and 
wife,  to  invest  in  land  which  they  were  to  sell  at  same  request.  Land 
was  purchased  accordingly  (in  1841),  to  which  the  wife,  under  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement,  in  1880  became  absolutely  entitled,  and  con- 
tinued to  receive  the  rents  until  her  death  (intestate)  in  1884.  He 
had  held  that  under  those  circumstances  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  an  election  by  the  wife  to  take  the  property  as  real  estate,  and  that 
it  descended  to  her  heir. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Mr.  Pomeroy  cites  and  approves  the  principal  case  and  the  "at  home" 
doctrine  (3  Equity  Jurisprudence,  p.  1788),  Imt  cites  no  American  cases. 
The  case  is  also  cited  in  2  Jarman  on  Wills  (otli  Am.  ed.,  with  notes  by  Ran- 
dolph &  Talcott),  p.  190,  note  h.,  but  no  American  cases  are  cited. 
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No.  6.  — CUKTEIS   v.   WOEMALD. 

(c.  A.  1878.) 
RULE. 

Where  personal  estate  is  bequeathed  upon  trust  for  eon- 
version  into  land  to  be  held  upon  trusts  which  ultimately 
fail,  land  purchased  before  the  failure  of  the  trusts  goes  to 
the  next  of  kin  as  real  estate. 

Curteis  v.  Wormald. 

10  Ch.  I).  172-178. 

Conversion.  —  Money  directed  to  f>e  laid  out  in  Land.  —  Heir  and  Next    [172] 
of  Kin.  — Real  or  Personal  Estate. 

Testator  bequeathed  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  land  to  be  settled  to  uses  which,  in  the  event,  failed.  Before  the 
event  upon  which  the  failure  was  ascertained,  considerable  sums  had  been 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land.  Held,  that  this  land  went  to  the  testator's 
next  of  kin  as  real  estate. 

The  testator,  (leortfe  Gent,  died  in  1818,  having  by  his  will 
devised  his  real  estates  in  settlement,  limiting  life  estates  to 
several  persons,  with  remainders  to  their  sons  successively  in 
tail  male,  and  the  ultimate  reversion  in  fee  to  a  relation  who 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  l>y  a  codicil  he,  on  the  death 
of  the  devisee  of  the  reversion,  substituted  another  devisee ;  but 
by  a  seventh  codicil  revoked  this  substituted  devise,  and  by  an 
eleventh  codicil  directed  that  "  the  remainder  of  the  fee  simple 
of  all  my  landed  estates  shall  go  "in  such  way  as  the  law  may 
direct. "  He  directed  his  trustees,  whom  he  also  appointed  his 
executors,  to  lay  out  his  residuary  personal  estate  in  the  purchase 
of  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses. 
All  the  tenants  for  life  survived  the  testator  and  died  without 
issue,  and  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them  in  1870,  all  the 
dispositions  of  the  real  estate  came  to  an  end. 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his  death  were  Edward 
Walker  and  Benjamin  Walker.  Edward  Walker  died  in  1820, 
and  Benjamin  Walker  in  1827.  The  testator's  debts  and  funeral 
expenses  and  legacies  were  all  paid,  and  at  various  times,  begin- 
ning in  1821  and  ending  in  1870,  considerable  sums  forming  part 
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of  the  testator'.s  residuary  estate  were  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
freehold  and  copyhohl  estates.  The  freeholds  so  purchased  were 
for  the  most  part,  if  not  entirely,  conveyed  to  the  uses  declared 
by  the  will  and  codicils  concerning  the  devised  estates.  The 
copyholds  were  surrendered  to  the  trustees  on  corresponding 
trusts.  The  last  of  these  purchases  was  completed  after 
[*  173]  the  death  of  the  *  last  tenant  for  life,  but  the  contract 
had  been  entered  into  before  his  death. 

Edward  Walker  devised  his  real  estates  to  his  son  George 
"Walker  absolutely.  Benjamin  Walker  died  intestate  as  to  his 
resitluary  real  estate,  leaving  George  Walker  his  heir-at-law. 
George  Walker  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  the  plaintiff  E. 
Walker  and  tlie  defendant  Eobert  Walker  upon  trusts.  The 
plaintiff  E.  Walker  and  the  defendant  Eobert  Walker  were  thus 
the  real  representatives  both  of  p](hvar(l  Walker  and  of  Benjamin; 
Walker,  and  they  were  also  the  persf)nal  representatives  of 
Edward  Walker.  The  personal  representative  of  Benjamin 
Walker  was  Jeremiah  C'urteis,  the  other  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff' 
E.  Walker  was  the  heir-at-law  uf  1)oth  Edward  Walker  and 
Benjamin  Walker. 

By  an  order  made  on  the  loth  of  November,  1876,  it  was 
declared  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  and 
codicils  of  the  testator,  and  in  the  events  which  had  happened, 
he  had  died  intestate  as  to  the  corpus  of  his  residuary  personal 
estate,  and  that  his  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  Statutes  of 
Bistrilnffion,  living  at  his  death,  were  entitled  to  such  corpus. 

A  summons  was  now  taken  out  by  the  plaintiff  E.  Walker, 
a.sking  for  a  declaration  that  the  corpus  of  the  residuary  personal 
estate,  to  which  the  next  of  kin  were  declared  by  the  order  of  the 
13th  of  November,  1876,  to  be  entitled,  devolved  as  real  estate. 
The  summons  was  heard  before  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  on 
the  8rd  of  March,   1878. 

Davey,  Q.  C. ,  and  Eomer,  for  the  plaintiff  E.  Walker:  — 

We  submit  that  the  testator's  next  of  kin  took  the  undisposed 
of  interest  in  tlie  purchased  real  estates  in  the  character  of  real 
estate,  and,  accordingly,  that  on  the  deaths  of  the  next  of  kin  it 
became  transmissible  as  real  estate,  and  not  as  personal  estate. 
It  is  clear  that  the  effect  of  this  direction  to  lay  out  personal 
e.state  in  the  purchase  of  land  was  to  effect  a  conversion  into  real 
estate;  and  it  is  aLso  clear  that  the  undisposed  of  interest  in  the 


i;.  C.  VOL.  VII.]         CONVERSION   AND    KK-CONVERSION.  61 

No.  6.  —  Cartels  v.  Wormald,  10  Ch.  D.  173-175. 

lands  purchased  resulted  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin,  and  not  to 
the  heir,  Coijan  v.  Stephens,  5  L.  J.  Ch.  17;  for  a  conversion 
under  a  will  is  not  an  absolute  conversion,  but  only  a 
conversion  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  the  *  purposes  of  the  [*  174] 
will.  Wriyht  v.  Wright,  16  Ve.s.  1S8 ;  10  E.  H.  J  61. 
})Ut  the  question  now  is,  whether  the  next  of  kin  take  this  undis- 
posed of  interest  as  personal  estate  or  as  real  estate ;  and  upon 
that  we  submit  that  a  conversion,  being  for  the  purposes  of  the 
will  only,  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  persons  who  take  indepen- 
dently of  the  will.  The  only  authority  against  that  view  is 
Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  Joh.  536,  582,  but  we  submit  that  that 
decision  is  opposed  to  all  principle,  and  should  not  be  followed. 

[Jessel,  M.  E.  :  That  is  a  very  unsatisfactory  decision,  and 
I  cannot  follow  it.] 

Chitty,  Q.  C. ,  and  Murray,  for  the  legal  personal  representa- 
tives of  Benjamin  Walker,  relied  on  Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  and  sub- 
mitted that  inasmuch  as  that  was  a  decision  nearly  twenty  years 
old  it  ought  not  now  to  be  overruled. 

Bagshawe,  Q.  C. ,  and  Snape,  for  the  defendant  Eobert  Walker. 

Jessel,  M.  E.  :  — 

The  point  which  I  have  to  consider  and  to  decide  is  this :  A 
testator  directed  his  trustees  —  for  although  the  same  persons 
may  have  been  appointed  executors  they  are  for  this  purpose 
trustees,  and  trustees  only  —  to  lay  out  his  residuary  personal 
estate  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  freeholds  and  copyholds,  to 
be  settled  to  certain  uses,  comprising  a  long  series  of  limitations. 
The  residue  was  ascertained,  that  is,  the  testator's  debts  and 
legacies  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  were  all  paid, 
and  then  the  residue  was  at  different  times  laid  out  by  the 
trustees,  pursuant  to  the  will,  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  and 
copyhold  estates,  which  were  conveyed  so  as  to  vest  the  legal 
estate  in  the  trustees. 

That  being  so,  the  limitations  took  effect  to  a  certain  extent, 
and  then,  by  reason  of  failure  of  issue  of  the  tenants  for  life,  the 
ultimate  limitations  failed,  and  there  became  a  trust  for  some- 
body.    Now,  for  whom  ? 

According  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  of  equity,  settled,  if  I 
may  say   so,    by  the  well-known    case    of    Achroyd   v. 
Smithson,  No.  2,  p.  8,  ante  (1  Bro.  C.  C.    50-3), —  *  for  it    [*  175] 
has  alwavs  been  the  law  of  this  Court  since,  — this  kind 
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of  conversion  is  a  conversion  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and 
does  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  persons  who  take  by  law  inde- 
pendent of  the  will.  If,  therefore,  there  is  a  trust  to  sell  real 
estate  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and  the  trust  takes  effect,  and 
there  is  an  ultimate  beneficial  interest  undisposed  of,  that  undis- 
posed of  interest  goes  to  the  heir.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  Is  a 
conversion  of  personal  estate  into  real  estate,  and  there  is  an 
ultimate  limitation  which  fails  of  taking  effect,  the  interest 
which  fails  results  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
personal  estate,  that  is,  the  persons  who  take  under  the  Statutes 
of  Distribution  as  next  of  kin.  Their  right  to  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  is  a  statutory  right  independent  of  the  will. 

The  result  is  that  in  the  case  I  i)ut  there  is  a  trust  for  the  next 
of  kin.  How  any  one  could  imagine  it  was  a  trust  for  anybody 
else  it  is  ditffcult  to  understand  ;  and  had  1  not  been  referred  to 
the  judgment  of  a  very  eminent  Judge  on  this  subject  I  should 
have  said  it  was  impossiljle  to  understand  it. 

There  certainly  is  authority  for  saying  —  a  single  authority, 
and  an  authority  standing  alone — -that  the  ultimate  trust  is  not 
for  the  next  of  kin,  Init  for  the  executors.  Why?  The  executors 
have  ceased  to  have  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the  matter. 
They  have  paid  over  the  legacy  to  the  legatee,  wIkj  happens  to  be 
a  lesatee-trustee,  and  who  liolds  it  bv  law,  under  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution,  as  trustee  for  the  ne.xt  of  kin,  and  no  one  else.  IJy 
what  ])rocess  of  reasoning  any  other  result  can  be  arrived  at  I 
have  l)een  unable  to  discover.  Tlie  decision  to  which  I  have 
referred  is  one  which,  to  my  mind,  is  utterly  oppo.sed  to  the 
whole  law  upon  the  subject. 

Then  the  next  question  which  arises  is,  how  does  the  heir-at- 
law  in  the  first  case,  or  the  next  of  kin  in  the  second,  take  the 
undisposed  of  interest  ?  The  answer  is,  he  takes  it  as  he  finds  it. 
If  the  heir-at-law  becomes  entitled  to  it  in  the  shape  of  personal 
estate,  and  dies,  there  is  no  e(juital)le  reconversion  as  between  his 
real  and  jtersonal  representative,  and  consecjuently  his  executor 
takes  it  as  ])art  of  his  personal  estate. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  next  of  kin,  having  become 
[*  IT*)]    entitled  *  to  a  freehold  estate,  dies,  there  is  no  e(|uity  to 
rhange    the    freehold    estate    into    anything    else   on    his 
dciitl:  :  it  will  g(i  to  the  devisee  of  real  estate,  or  to  his  heir-at- 
law  if  he  had  jiot  devised  it,  aiul  will  jiass  as  real  estate.      As  to 
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that,  there  is  no  question,  no  doubt,  no  difficulty.  No  one  has 
suggested  any  other  principle,  and  even  in  the  case  cited  — 
Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  Joh.  536,  582  —  it  was  admitted  that  that 
was  the  principle,  and  the  only  point  of  difference  or  distinction 
suggested  was  that  which  appears  to  me  to  be  opposed  to  the 
whole  law  on  this  subject,  namely,  that  there  was  an  ultimate 
trust  for  the  executors,  and  not  for  the  next  of  kin. 

As  that  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  any  foundation,  and  as  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  opposed  to  both  principle  and  authority,  I 
do  not  consider  myself  bound  to  follow  that  decision,  and  I  may 
say  that  I  am  very  glad  to  find  I  can  invoke  the  very  same  judg- 
ment of  the  very  same  Judge  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  I 
am  not  bound  to  follow  it ;  for,  being  referred  to  a  decision  of 
another  Judge  —  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  — given  several  years 
before,  he  said  that  that  decision  was  not  obligatory  upon  him; 
but  that  as  he  thought  it  consonant  with  sense  and  reason,  and 
sound  law,  he  chose  to  follow  it.  Unfortunately  I  do  not  enter- 
tain the  same  view  as  regards  this  authority,  and  therefore  I  am 
unable  to  follow  it. 

A  declaration  was  accordingly  made  "  that  all  the  real  estate 
bought  or  contracted  to  be  bought  before  the  death  of  the  last 
tenant  for  life  passed  to  Edward  Walker  and  Benjamin  Walker, 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  testator,  as  real  estate  in  equal 
moieties,  and  that  George  Walker  became  entitled  to  one  of  such 
moieties  as  the  devisee  of  the  said  Edward  Walker,  and  to  the 
other  moiety  as  the  heir-at-lnw  of  the  said  Benjamin  Walker  at 
his  (Benjamin  Walker's)  death,  and  that  both  of  such  moieties 
passed  to  the  devisees  of  the  real  estates  under  the  will  of  the 
said  George  Walker. " 

The  legal  personal  representative  of  Benjamin  Walker  appealed. 
The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  20th  of  December. 

*Chitty,  Q.   C,  Ince,  Q.   C,  and  G.   Murray,  for  the  [*  177] 
appellant :  — 

Until  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenitam  in  Cogan  v.  Stephens,  5 
L.  J.  Ch.  17;  Lewin  on  Trusts,  3rd  ed. ,  App.  vii. ,  it  was  not 
settled  that  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled  to  an  undisposed  of 
interest  in  real  estate  directed  by  a  will  to  be  purchased  with 
personal  estate  of  the  testator.  That  is  not  now  in  dispute,  but 
the  question  remains  whether  the  next  of  kin  take  it  as  per- 
sonalty or  in  its  actual  state.     In  Reynolds  v.  Godlec,  Joh.   536, 
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which  is  the  only  direct  authority  on  the  point,  it  was  decided 
that  the  undisposed  of  interest  reverts  to  the  executors,  who  must 
apply  it  as  personal  estate,  and  tliat  the  analogy  of  an  undisposed 
of  interest  in  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold  does  not  apply,  but 
the  property  must  continue  to  be  treated  as  personalty.  Co<jan 
V.  Stephens  to  some  extent  supports  the  same  view. 

Davey,  Q.  C. ,  and  Romer,  for  the  plaintiff  Edward  Walker, 
and  Bagshawe,  Q.  C. ,  and  Snape,  for  the  defendant  Kobert 
Walker,   were  not  called  upon. 

James,  L.   J.  :  — 

I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  proper  decision  to  be  arrived  at  in 
this  case.  With  all  deference  to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hathekley, 
it  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion  than 
that  at  which  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  arrived.  It  was 
settled  by  Cogan  v.  titepltens  that  what  was  the  right  rule  as 
between  the  real  and  personal  estate  where  land  was  directed  to 
be  sold,  was  also  the  right  rule  as  between  the  two  estates  in  the 
case  where  money  was  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
land,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  purpose  for  which  that  land  was 
required  failed,  the  undis})Osed  of  interest  went  back  to  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  personal  estate.  It  has  been  urged  that 
this  means  that  it  goes  back  to  the  executors  to  be  dealt  with  as 
personal  estate.  But  where  there  is  no  trust  remaining  to  be 
performed,  and  the  executors  have  entirely  discharged  themselves 
from  every  executorial  duty,  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  the  undis- 
posed of  interest  in  the  personal  estate  is  to  go  back  to 
[*  178]  them  upon  trust  for  the  persons  *  entitled  to  the  personal 
estate  ;  it  goes  directly  to  the  persons  beneficially  entitled, 
that  is  to  say,  to  the  next  of  kin,  just  as  tlie  undisposed  of  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  real  estate  go  to  the  heir-at-law.  And  therefore  the 
same  principle  ajjplies  in  ])ot}i  cases,  wliich  is  this,  that  wheie 
you  trace  property  into  a  man  there  is  no  equity  between  his 
different  classes  of  representatives  as  to  altering  the  posititm  in 
which  that  property  is.  If  it  is  money  arising  from  the  sale  of 
land  it  remains  money,  that  is  to  say,  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
person  who  has  become  beneficially  entitled  to  it  as  heir-at-law 
has  no  right  to  have  it  reconverted  into  land.  If  it  is  land  pur- 
chased under  a  direction  to  invest  in  land,  the  persons  interested 
in  the  personal  estate  of  the  persons  who  have  become  entitled  to 
it  as  next  of  kin  have  no  right  to  have  it  reconverted  into  money. 
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This  property  came  to  the  next  of  kin  in  the  shape  of  real  estate, 
and  their  personal  representatives  have  no  equity  to  have  it  con- 
verted, but  it  must  go  to  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  next  of  kin 
according  as  they  died  intestate  or  testate.  The  decision  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  affirmed. 

Baggallav,  L.  J.  :  — 

I  entirely  assent,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Thesiger,  L.   J.  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Conversely  where  land  is  devised  on  trust  for  sale,  the  proceeds  to 
he  lield  upon  trusts  which  in  the  event  partially  fail,  the  proceeds  of 
the  land  properly  sold  goes  (so  far  as  the  trusts  have  failed)  to  the  heir, 
and  on  his  death  devolves  as  personal  estate,  there  being  no  trust  for 
re-conversion.  This  was  admitted  in  the  case  of  In  re  RuJierson, 
Scales  V.  Heijhoe  (1892),  1  Ch.  379,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  202,  G6  L.  T.  174,  40 
AV.  R.  233;  and  in  the  same  case  Chittv,  J.,  decided  tliat  where  tlie 
heir-at-law  had  died  while  the  trust  for  sale  was  still  in  operation,  the 
undisposed  of  interest  in  the  laud  unsold,  as  well  as  in  the  proceeds  of 
that  which  had  been  sold,  must  be  treated  as  personal  estate  in  the 
succession  to  the  heir.  For  here  the  trust  for  conversion  was  subsist- 
ing and  there  was  no  equity  for  re-conversion.  If  the  trust  for  conver- 
sion had  entirely  failed  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  heir  the  case 
would  of  course  have  been  different,  and  the  unsold  real  estate  would 
liave  remained  realty  in  any  question  of  succession  to  the  heir.  ,  This 
distinction  is  clearly  pointed  out  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Smith  v. 
Claxtvn  (1819),  4  Madd.  484,  492,  493,  20  R.  R.  320,  324. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Principal  case  cited,  3  Poraeroy,  Equity  Jm-isprudence,  p.  1783 ;  1  Beach, 
Equity  Jurisprudence,  p.  605. 
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RULE. 

The  author  or  composer  of  a  work,  whether  of  litera- 
ture, art,  or  science,  while  the  work  is  unpublished  has  a 
right  of  property  in  that  work,  and  may  restrain  by  in- 
junction an  unauthorized  publication. 

Macklin  v.  Richardson. 

Ambler,  694-097  (Lil).  Heg.  1770  B.  fo.  .35). 

Literari/  Property.  —  Cojii/riyhl  in  ("tipublisheil  Manuscript.  —  Injunction. 

[6il4]         Iiijuiiction  to  restrain  tlie  publisliiiig  in  a  magazine  a  farce,  occa- 
sionally suffered   by  the   author   to   be  acted,  but  never  pi-iuted   or 
published. 

Plaintiff  was  the  autlior  of  a  farce  called  Lore  a  la  Mode,  con- 
sisting of  two  acts,  which  was  iterformed,  by  his  particular  per- 
mission, at  the  different  theatres,  several  times  in  1760  and  the 
following  years,  but  was  never  printed  or  published  by  him. 
And  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  it  never  was  acted  but  by  his  per- 
mission :  That  when  the  farce  was  over,  he  used  to  take  the  copy 
away  from  the  prompter.  That  two  of  the  actors  applied  to  him, 
to  have  it  performed  at  their  benefits ;  and  that  he  made  them 
pay,  once  twenty  guineas  and  at  another  time  thirty  guineas,  for 
one  night's  performance  of  it.  In  1766,  the  defendants,  IJichard- 
son  and  Urquhart,  who  are  proprietors  of  the  Tourt  Miscellany  or 
Gentleman  and  Lady's  '^Llgazine,  employed  (»ne  Gurney  to  go  to 
tlie  ])layh()use  and  take  down  the  words  of  the  farce  from  the 
mouths  of  the  actors,  for  which  they  paid  him  a  guinea,  liaving 
so  done,  and  corrected  his  notes  from  the  memory  of  the  defend- 
ant L'rquliart,  they  published,  in  the  Miscellany  for  the  month 
(il  .\inil,  1766,  No.  10,  the  first  act,  with  the  names  of  the  actors, 
and    added  u  )»riiit   by  way  of  frontispiece,    and   titled   it,  "  The 
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First  Act  of  Love  a  la  Mode ;  "  and  at  the  end  gave  notice,  that 
tlie  Second  Act  would  he  published  in  the  next  month's 
Miscellany.  The  defendants  printed  4500  of  the  Miscellany  for 
that  month,  and  sold  o400. 

Bill  by  plaintiff,  for  an  account  of  the  profits  made  by  the 
defendants,  and  to  restrain  them  from  printing  or  publishing  the 
Miscellany  so  containing  the  First  Act  of  Love  ii  la  Mode,  and 
from  printing  or  publishing  the  Second  Act.  The  common 
injunction  being  obtained  till  answer,  was  afterwards  continued 
till  hearing.  The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord 
Camden  ;  but  the  cause  of  Millar  v.  Taylor,  4  Burr.  2303,  relative 
to  literary  property,  being  then  depending  before  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  and  it  not  being  foreseen  how  far  the  determina- 
tion in  that  case  might  affect  the  present  case,  his  Lordship 
ordered  this  cause  to  stand  over  till  after  the  other  should 
be  determined.  Since  that,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  [695] 
have  given  their  opinion,  three  Judges  against  one,  that  the 
author  of  a  book  has  a  property  in  his  work,  independent  of  the 
statute  of  Queen  Anne.     And  now  this  cause  came  on  to  be  heard. 

It  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff',  that  tliis  is  a  much  stronger 
case  in  favour  of  the  author  than  those  cases  where  the  author 
has  printed  and  published  his  work  ;  the  ground  upon  which  the 
question  in  those  cases  arose  being,  whether  the  publication  was 
not  to  be  considered  as  a  gift  to  the  public  ?  That  where  the 
author  did  not  print  or  publish  his  work,  it  never  was  doubted 
that  no  other  person  had  a  right  to  print  or  publish  it.  That  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Webb  {Welh  v.  Rose,  cited  2  Bro.  P.  C.  138),  and 
Mr.  Forrester  {Forrester  v.  Waller,  4  Burr.  2331),  the  former  of 
whom  had  his  Precedents  of  Conveyancing  stole  out  of  his 
chambers,  and  printed ;  and  the  latter  had  his  notes  copied  by  a 
clerk  to  the  gentleman  to  whom  he  had  lent  the  notes,  and  were 
printed ;  the  Court  without  the  least  hesitation,  restrained  the 
parties  from  printing  and  publishing  them.  That  the  representa- 
tion of  the  farce,  in  this  case,  upon  the  theatre,  was  no  gift  to 
the  public,  nor  entitled  the  defendants  to  print  or  publish  it. 
That  it  was  an  invasion  of  the  plaintiff's  right  and  property,  who 
might  choose  whether  it  should  be  printed  and  published  or  not,' 
and  if  it  was,  had  the  sole  right  to  the  profits  arising  from 
thence.  That  the  profits  which  he  received  from  the  representa- 
tion on  the  stage  did  not  take  from  him  the  right  to  the  profits  of 
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printing  and  publishing.  That  he  was  remarkably  cautious  to 
preserve  this  property  to  himself  by  not  permitting  it  to  be  acted 
without  his  special  leave,  and  by  constantly  taking  the  copy 
awav  from  the  prompter  as  soon  as  the  farce  was  over,  and  l)y 
making  two  of  the  actors  pay  for  the  performance  of  it  for  their 
benefit.  That  this  was  not  the  case  of  an  abridgment,  nor 
extract,  but  professedly,  tlie  work  itself,  one  whole  act  being 
l)ublished,  and  the  other  intended  to  be  published.  That  the 
defendants  having  said  in  their  answer,  that  it  was  not  the  same 
as  the  farce  itself  throughout,  but  ditt'ered  from  it  in  some  part, 
was  an  aggravation  of  the  offence,  because  it  misrepresented  the 
work. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  argued,  that  a  Court  of  equity  will 
not  interfere  in  all  cases  of  printing  and  publishing 
[BOO]  another  man's  work  ;  but  it  depended  upon  circumstances. 
That  this  was  not  like  the  cases  of  Mr.  "Webb  (Wrhh  v. 
Bose)  and  Mr.  Forrester  {Fomster  v.  Waller)  by  reason  of  the 
representation  of  the  farce  upon  the  stage,  which  gave  a  right  to 
any  of  the  audience  to  carry  away  what  they  could,  and  make 
any  use  of  it.  That  it  likewise  differed  from  the  case  of  a  book 
published  by  the  author.  That  the  Court  will  not  restrain  the 
jainting  and  publishing  an  abridgment  of  a  book,  nor  a  critical 
review.  That  magazines  are  useful,  and  are  an  article  of  trade, 
and  often  of  service  to  authors,  by  giving  a  specimen  of  their 
works,  and  by  that  means  serve  as  a  recommendation  of  them, 
where  they  are  deserving  of  it.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  sus- 
tained, nor  can  sustain,  any  damage,  as  he  has,  and  will  continue 
to  receive  the  advantage  arising  from  the  representation  upon  the 
sta^e.  That  the  Court  under  tliese  circumstances  will  leave  him 
to  his  remedy  at  law.  And  the  case  of  Dodslefj  v.  Kinnerdei/,  at 
the  Rolls,  ISth  June,  1761  (Ambler,  4-03)  was  cited;  wliere  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  would  not  restrain  the  proprietor  of 
a  monthly  magazine  from  printing  part  of  a  pamphlet  called 
"  The  Prince  of  Abyssinia.  " 

Lord  Commissioner  Smythe,  without  hearing  a  reply:  — 
It  has  been  argued  to  be  a  publication,  by  being  acted,  and 
therefore  the  printing  is  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff;  but  that  is  a 
mistake ;  for  besides  the  advantage  from  the  performance,  the 
autlior  has  another  means  of  i)rotit,  from  the  ])rinting  and  pub- 
lishing; and  there  is  as  much  reason  that  he  should  be  protected 
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in  that  right  as  any  other  author.  It  was  said  to  be  only  a  small 
part  of  the  magazine,  and  therefore  the  Court  should  not  interfere. 
That  is  not  the  true  question ;  but,  wliat  proportion  the  part 
published  in  the  magazine  bears  to  the  whole  work  out  of  which 
it  is  taken  ?  Here  it  is  avowed,  and  declared  to  be  half  the 
work,  one  whole  act ;  and  the  defendants  engage  to  publish  the 
other  half.  This  is  not  an  abridgment,  but  the  work  itself,  and 
not  like  the  case  of  Dodslcij  v.  Kinnersley,  which  was  only  au 
extract. 

Lord  Commissioner  Bathurst  :  — 

The  printing  it  before  the  author  has,  is  doing  him  a  great 
injury.      Strong  case. 

The  plaintiff  waving  the  account  of  profits,  the  injunc-      [697] 
tion,  restraining  the  defendants  from  printing  and  pub- 
lishing the  farce,  or  any  part,  was  made  perpetual. 

Defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  his  costs. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Although  the  above  rule  does  not  belong  to  the  law  of  copyright  prop- 
erly so  called,  it  seems  convenient  to  bring  under  the  same  head  the  lead- 
ing features  of  the  law  relating  to  literary  property.  It  is  interesting, 
and  not  wholly  irrelevant,  to  note  that  there  existed  at  one  time  aiv 
opinion  that  there  was  at  common  law  a  right  analogous  to  copyright  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  right  now  established  by  statute.  The  old  author- 
ities are  collected  and  their  purport  stated  in  Millar  v.  Taijlor  (1769), 
4  Burr.  2303.  The  asserters  of  the  common-law  right  founded  their 
opinion  upon  decrees  of  the  Star  Chamber,  Acts  of  State,  and  the  regu- 
lations of  the  Stationers'  Company ;  and  in  addition  to  this,  upon  cer- 
tain precedents,  which  consisted  chiefly  of  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  Usuall}^  some  reference  was  also  made  to  what  were  known 
as  prerogative  publications,  such  as  the  statutes,  reports  of  legal  de- 
cisions, and  the  Testaments  and  Book  of  Common  Prayer  used  in  the 
Established  Church.  In  the  above-mentioned  case  of  Millar  v.  Taijlor 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  by  a  majority-  (which  included  Lord 
Mansfield)  of  three  to  one,  determined  that  there  existed  at  common 
law  in  an  author  and  his  assigns  the  sole  right  of  publishing  new  editions 
in  perpetuity.  The  question  was  next  raised  in  Chanceiy  before  Earl 
Bathurst  (then  Lord  Apsley)  in  a  case  which  went  to  the  House  (jf 
Lords  in  1774.  The  Donaldsons,  a  firm  of  publishers  in  Edinborough, 
proposed  to  republish  Thomson's  Seasons,  then  an  abundant  source  of 
litigation.     Upon  this  the  London  publishers,  relying  upon  the  judg- 
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meut  in  Miller  v.  Taijlor,  supra,  in  wliich  the  right  to  piiblisli  the 
same  work  had  been  litigated,  filed  a  bill  in  Chaneery  to  restrain  the 
publicatidu  bv  iiiiuuctinn.  Ujton  the  understanding  that  the  case 
would  be  taken  to  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Bathukst,  without 
hearing  any  argument,  pronounced  a  formal  judgment  granting  an  in- 
junction. A  short  report  of  the  case  (nomine  Donaldson  v.  Brc/cef)  is 
given  in  2  Brown's  Pari.  Cas.,  and  a  still  shorter  account  in  4  Bur- 
row's Reports  as  a  note  to  Millar  v.  Taylor  ;  but  neither  Brown  nor 
Burrow  give  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  consulted,  or  the  speeches  of 
the  members  of  the  House.  There  existed,  however,  materials  for  a 
full  report,  and  the  omission  can  be  supplied  from  Hansard's  Parlia- 
mentary History,  vol.  17,  col.  953.  The  above-mentioned  reporters 
may  have  been  deterred  from  giving  a  fuller  report  by  a  fear,  justified 
l)y  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords,  of  having  their  publication 
treated  as  a  breach  of  privilege.  The  account  in  Hansard  is  meagre  in 
the  extreme,  for  the  opinion  of  Nares,  J.,  is  condensed  to  half  a 
column,  although  the  learned  Judge  took  one  hour  to  deliver  it,  and  it 
is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  other  speeches  are  proportion- 
all}'  curtailed.  But  this  imperfect  account  of  what  took  place  in  the 
House  of  Lords  is  of  some  use  in  arriving  at  the  reasons  of  the  decision 
of  the  House  as  inferred  from  the  opinions  of  the  Lords  who  formed 
the  majority. 

The  only  legal  members  were  Lord  Camdex,  who  had  formerly  held 
the  Great  Seal  and  had  been  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common 
]*leas,  Lord  Bathukst,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  Lord  Mansfield, 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  Of  these  Lord 
Mansfield  neither  took  part  in  the  proceedings  nor  voted,  for  reasons 
which  are  given  by  Burrow:  but  it  was  well  known  that  he  retained 
his  opinion  in  favour  of  the  existence  of  the  right  which  he  had  ex- 
pressed in  Millar  v.  Taylor.     See  4  Burr,  at  p.  U417. 

The  ap])ellants'  case  was  argued  by  the  Attorney-General  (afterwards 
Lord  Thtrlow)  and  Sir  John  Dahymple,  who  had  successfully  argued 
on  a  previous  occasion  that  there  existed  no  copyright  at  common  law 
in  Scotland.  The  Solicitor-General  (Wedderburn,  afterwards  Lord 
BossLYx)  and  Dunning  argued  on  behalf  of  the  resi)ondents.  With 
the  (exception  of  Lord  Maxskikld,  all  the  common  law  Judges  were 
called  in  to  assist  the  HoiKse,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments 
the  following  fjuestions  were  submitted  to  them:  — 

1.  Whether  at  common  law  an  author  of  any  book  or  literary  com- 
position had  the  sole  right  of  first  printing  and  publishing  the  same 
for  sale,  and  might  bring  an  action  against  any  person  who  ]>rinted, 
])ul>lished,  and  sold  the  same  without  his  consent? 

2.  If  the  author  had  such  right  originally,  did  the  law  take  it  away 
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upon  his  printiiig  and  imblishing  such  book  or  literaiy  composition  ;  and 
might  any  person  afterwards  re})rint  and  sell,  for  his  own  benefit,  such 
book  or  literary  composition  against  the  will  of  the  author? 

3.  If  such  action  would  have  lain  at  common  law,  is  it  taken  away 
by  tlie  Statute  of  8  Anne  ?  And  is  an  author,  by  the  said  statute, 
precluded  from  every  other  remedy,  except  on  the  foundation  of  the 
said  statute,  and  on  the  terras  and  conditions  prescribed  thereby? 

4.  Whether  the  author  of  any  literary  composition  and  his  assigns 
had  the  sole  right  of  printing  and  publishing  the  same  in  perpetuity 
by  the  common  law  ? 

5.  Whether  this  right  is  in  any  way  impeached,  restrained,  or  taken 
away  bj'  the  Statute  8  Anne  ? 

The  Judges  differed  in  opinion,  and  delivered  their  opinions  seri- 
at'iiii.  ()i  these  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  that  expressed  by  Chief 
Justice  i)E  Grey,  of  the  Common  Pleas ;  as  Lord  Camdex,  who  moved 
the  reversal  of  the  decree,  adopted  it  in  its  entirety.  The  Chief  Jus- 
tice admitted  that  until  publication  an  author  had  the  sole  right  to 
dispose  of  his  manuscript  as  he  thought  })roper,  and  that  he  could  main- 
tain an  action  of  trover,  trespass,  or  upon  the  case  against  any  one  who 
should  interfere  with  that  right  (thus  recognizing  the  rule  in  the  prin- 
cii)al  case),  but  in  a  closely  reasoned  judgment  denied  any  common-law 
right  after  publication,  and  considered  that  the  Statute  of  8  Anne 
took  away  any  pre-existing  right.  The  various  precedents  which  were 
relied  upon  as  establishing  the, right  were  discussed,  and  it  was  pointed 
out  that  what  was  common  law  at  the  date  when  the  learned  Judge  spoke 
must  have  been  common  law  when  printing  was  introduced,  but  that 
the  tirst  traces  of  the  claim  were  only  met  with  subsequently  to  the 
Kestoration,  or  late  in  the  latter  part  of  the  seventeenth  century,  and 
that  these  referred  chiefly  to  prerogative  publications.  The  decrees  of 
the  Star  Chamber  and  Acts  of  State  were  dismissed  in  a  summary  man- 
ner, and  Lord  Camdex,  who  had  decided  against  the  legality  of  general 
warrants  in  Wilkes'  case,  expressed  his  opinion  in  language  which  be- 
tokened the  friend  of  civil  liberty.  The  regulations  of  the  Stationers' 
Company  fared  no  better.  When  this  company  was  incorporated,  the 
city  of  London  Avas  not  a  mere  place  where  business  was  transacted, 
but  contained  the  residences  not  only  of  traders,  but  also  of  many  of 
the  nobility  and  gentry.  Originally,  doubtless,  all  the  publishers  and 
booksellers  belonged  to  the  company,  and  could  be  compelled  to  ob- 
serve its  by-laws  by  tine  or  expulsion.  In  process  of  time  the  mem- 
bers had,  as  we  are  told  in  the  judgments,  acquired  all  the  manuscripts 
in  England,  and  purported  to  deal  with  them  as  if  such  a  thing  as 
literary  pro})erty  did  exist.  But,  as  w-as  pointed  out,  no  private  society 
could  by  itb  regulations  alter  the  law.      The  cases  in  which  injunctions 
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had  been  granted  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  were  next  adverted  to. 
These  seem  to  date  from  tlie  time  wlien  publishers  and  booksellers 
found  it  possible  to  carry  on  business  without  being  members  of  the 
Stationers'  Con)pany,  the  earliest,  according  to  de  Gkey,  Ch.  J.,  was 
subsequent  to  the  statute  of  Anne.  "The  causes  which  have  come 
before  the  Court  of  Chancer}^  since  the  statute,"  said  the  learned  Judge, 
"  I  find  to  be  17  in  number.  Of  these  8  were  founded  on  the  statute; 
in  two  or  three  the  question  was,  whether  the  book  was  a  fair  abridg- 
ment, and  all  the  rest  were  injunctions,  granted  ex  i^arte,  upon  filing 
the  bill  with  an  affidavit  attached.  In  these  cases  the  defendant  is  not 
so  much  as  heard."  Lord  Bathurst,  L.  C,  also  gave  it  as  his  opin- 
ion that  the  alleged  common-law  right  did  not  exist,  and  the  decree 
was  reversed  by  a  majority  of  22  to  11. 

The  existence  of  a  note  of  the  opinions  delivered  by  the  Judges, 
and  of  the  speeches  of  the  peers,  in  Doitahlson  v.  Bcrhet,  supra, 
seems  to  have  been  overlooked  in  the  subsequent  cases  in  which  this 
claim  of  copyright  at  common  law  after  publication  has  been  argued  or 
disposed  of.  Of  these  subseijuent  cases  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  two. 
The  first  is  Ji'jfn'ijx  v.  Bn„^^-ii  ( H.  L.  lSr.4),  4  H.  L.  C.  81;"),  24  L.  J. 
Ex.  81,  where  the  majority  of  the  Judges  who  dealt  with  tln^  question, 
and  all  the  law  L(n-ds,  denied  the  existence  of  such  a  right.  The  next 
is  Rmde  V.  Cnnqvest  (C.  P.  18(31),  9  C.  B.  (X.  S.)  755,  30  L.  J.  C.  W 
269,  3  L.  T.  888,  9  W.  II.  434,  Avhere  Williams,  J.,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  (Jourt,  said  that  the.  (luestion  must  be  regarded  as 
now  concluded  by  the  decision  in  J<'fferys  v.  Boosey.  This  is  the  more 
important,  as  Erle,  C.  J.,  who  had  asserted  the  existence  of  copyright 
at  common  law  in  Jcjferijs  v.  Boosnj,  was  a  party  to  the  decision  in 
Riidile  V.   Conquest. 

The  Universities  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  the  four  Universities  in 
Scotland,  and  the  several  Colleges  of  Eton,  Westminster,  and  Win- 
chester now  possess  a  ])eri)etual  copyright  in  works  which  have  been 
bequeathed  to  them,  by  force  of  the  statute  15  Geo.  III.  c.  53,  an  Act 
which  was  passed  upon  the  petition  presented  by  the  two  English  Uni- 
versities in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  Doiuihlson  v.  Bedcet.  See  4 
Burr,  at  2418. 

The  rule  in  the  principal  case  has  been  allowed  in  the  case  of  a  cata- 
logue describing  works  of  art,  Prince  Albert  v.  Strange  (1849),  1 
Mac.  &  G.  25,  1  H.  «fe  T.  1,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  120,  13  Jur.  109;  lectures, 
Abernethi/  v.  Hiitrhhisou  (1825),  1  H.  &  T.  28,  3  L.  J.  Ch.  (O.  S.) 
209  ;   Caird  v.  S'une  (H.  L.  Sc.  1887),  12  App.  Cas.  326,  57  L.  J.  P. 

C.  2,  57  L.  T.  634,  36  W.  R.  199;  Nichols  v.  Pitman  (1884),  26  Ch. 

D.  374,  53  L.J.  Ch.  552,  50  L.  T.  254,  32  W.  R.  631 ;  and  a  painting, 
Turner  v.  Robinson  (1860),  10  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  121,  510.     In  Jejferijs  v. 
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Boosey  (H.  L.  1854),  4  H.  L,  C.  815,  24  L.  J.  Ex.  81,  tlie  principles 
stated  in  the  rule  were  admitted  on  all  handy  to  extend  to  any  work 
which  on  publication  could  be  the  snbject-matter  of  copyright,  if  in- 
deed-they  have  not  a  wider  operation.  In  a  majority  of  cases,  perhaps. 
iind  notably  in  Prince  Albert  v.  Straiu/e,  sifjjva,  unconscionable  con- 
duct, or  something  approaching  fraud,  gives  an  additional  claim  to 
relief.  For  this  proposition  may  be  cited  TkcJc  v.  Fr tester  (C.  A. 
1887),  19  Q.  B.  D.  629,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  558,  36  W.  K.  93;  where 
pirated  copies  of  a  work  of  art  had  been  made  before  registration  under 
the  Act  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  68,  and  sold  afterwards,  and  an  injunction 
was  granted,  although  the  Act  (s.  4)  says  that  no  action  is  to  be  sus- 
tainable in  respect  of  anything  done  before  registration. 

The  cases  above  cited  also  deal  with  the  question  whether  or  not 
there  has  been  publication.  The  decisions  have  always  treated  this 
branch  of  the  rule  as  a  matter  to  be  deduced  from  the  evidence.  Thus 
the  mere  fact  that  a  large  portion  of  the  public  has  had  the  opportunity 
of  seeing  a  work  of  art,  was  held  to  be  no  publication  in  Turner  v. 
Rohinsov,  suj^ra ;  and  a  similar  rule  is  established  by  Abernetliy  v. 
Hi/fchinso/i,  supra,  and  the  other  "  lecture  "  cases. 

It  is  upon  the  principles  stated  in  the  rule  that  the  writer  of  private 
letters  has  been  held  entitled  to  restrain  their  publication.  Perceval 
v.  Phipps  (1813),  2  Ves.  .K:  B.  19,  13  R.  R.  1;  Gee  v.  Prifehard 
(1818),  2  Swanst.  402,  19  R.  R.  87;  and  this  is  a  right  which  passes 
to  the  writer's  executor,  E((rl  of  (Jmnard  v.  Diiiik'iii  (1809),  1  Ball  & 
B.  207,  12  R.  R.  18. 

Although  the  question  under  discussion  has  been  usually  treated  in 
connection  with  copyright,  it  seems  in  strictness  to  rest  upon  property. 
Thus  in  Tamer  v.  Roblnsna  (1810),  10  Ir.  Ch.  R.  121,  510,  it  was 
said  that  the  purchaser  of  a  })ainting  which  had  not  been  published 
would  be  entitled  to  restrain  an  unauthorized  publication  of  an  en- 
graving of  it.  To  the  like  effect  are  the  remarks  of  Lord  Hatherlev 
in  Cox  V.  Cox  (1853),  11  Hare,  118,  which  was  a  case  in  which  a  bar- 
rister had  contracted  to  contribute  a  short  dissertation  on  certain  legal 
points  of  common  occurrence  in  respect  to  dealings  with  land.  The 
barrister  delivered  his  contribution  without  any  special  contract  having 
been  made  as  to  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be  used,  and  he  was  held 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  ])ublication  of  it  in  muti- 
lated form.  Again  in  Jefferys  v.  Boosey  (H.  L.  1854),  4  H.  L.  C.  815, 
24  L.  J.  Ex.  81,  it  was  assumed  that  the  purchase  of  an  unpublished 
musical  composition  would  in  general  carry  all  the  rights  of  the  author; 
the  decision  itself,  however,  turned  upon  the  effect  of  a  sale  and  trans- 
fer abroad  by  one  foreigner  to  another  followed  by  a  sale  and  transfer 
by  the  purchaser  to  an  Englishman. 


74  COPYRIGHT. 


No.  1.  —  Macklin  v.  Bichardson.  —  Notes. 


In  the  case  of  London  PrlntuKj  and  PabHslLtny  Alliance,  Lunlted  v. 
Cox  (C.  A.  1891),  1891,  3  Ch.  291,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  707,  05  L.  T.  60,  tlie 
majority  of  tlie  Court  of  Appeal  thought  that  the  copyright  in  the  pas- 
tel there  in  question  passed  with  the  property.  In  the  course  of  his 
judgment  Fry,  L.  J.,  said:  "It  seems  to  me  extreniel}'  improbable 
that  tlie  picture  should  pass  and  the  copyright  remain  in  the  vendor. 
That  is  a  possible  but  an  unnatural  dissociation  of  two  kinds  of  prop- 
erty, wliich  I  think  we  ought  not  to  infer  and  ought  not  to  think  prob- 
able." In  Murray  v.  Heath  (1831),  1  B.  &  Ad.  80'),  tlie  plaintiff 
employed  the  defendant  Heath  to  engrave  plates  from  drawings  belong- 
ing to  the  former.  Heath  surreptitiously^  took  off  a  number  of  impres- 
sions, which  he  retained  for  his  own  use.  He  afterwards  became 
bankrupt  and  the  prints  were  sold.  In  an  action  against  Heath  and 
his  assignees  it  was  held  that  the  matter  rested  in  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Heath,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  damages 
against  him  for  breach  of  an  implied  contract  to  hand  over  all  impres- 
sions to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the  statute  17  Geo.  III.  c.  57  did  not 
ap[dy  to  prints  taken  from  a  lawful  plate.  ^Vitli  these  two  cases  may 
be  contrasted  Itt  re  Cooper,  Cooper  v.  Stf^j>hens  (1895),  1895,  1  Ch. 
567,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  40.3,  72  L.  T.  .390,  43  W.  \\.  444,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  vendor  of  electro  blocks  for  illustrated  advertisements  retained 
his  copyright  in  the  designs,  and  could  restrain  b\-  injunction  those 
claiming  under  the  purchaser  from  using  the  blocks  without  the  author- 
ity of  the  seller. 

Under  the  Copyright  Act  of  1842  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45),  s.  22,  the 
assignment  of  the  cop,yright  in  a  dramatic  piece  or  musical  composition 
does  not  per  se  conve}'  the  right  to  represent  the  same  or  perform  tlie 
same. 

The  exclusive  right  of  representing  a  i»la_y,  or  ])erforming  a  musical 
composition,  before  a  public  audience,  commonly  known  as  "dramatic 
or  musical  copyright,"  being  a  right  of  an  essentially  different  nature 
from  literary  copyright,  will  be  hereafter  separately  dealt  with. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

This  doctrine  is  fainiliar  in  tliis  countvy.  II  was  held  in  Palmer  v.  De  Witt, 
47  New  York.  532  ;  7  Am.  Rep.  480.  Koltertson,  of  London,  composed  a 
drama  called  ••  Play,"  and  assigned  to  plaintiff  the  exclusive  right  of  printing, 
pul>lishing\  and  producing  it  on  the  stage  in  this  country.  W.  afterwards 
allowed  it  to  l)e  performed  at  a  London  theatre.  Defendant,  an  alien  resident 
of  New  York,  printed  and  sold  copies  there,  having  received  it  from  persons 
who  had  heard  it  in  I.,ondon.  HchU  that  plaintiff  might  have  defendant  re- 
strained from  printing  or  selling  it.  The  Court  observed  :  "  The  riglits  of 
the  authors  in  respect  to  their  unpublished  works  have  been  so  frequently  and 
elaborately  considered  and  carefully  adjudicated  l>y  the  Courts  of  this  country 
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and  of  ICngland,  and  are  now  so  well  understood  and  established,  that  there  is 
1  lut  little  to  do,  in  passing  upon  the  merits  presented  by  the  record  before  us, 
save  to  apply  the  rules  clearly  deducible  from  adjudged  cases  of  conceded  au- 
thority. The  author  of  a  literary  work  or  composition  has  by  law  a  right  to  the 
tirst  publication  of  it.  He  has  a  right  to  determine  whether  it  shall  be  pub- 
lished at  all,  and  if  published,  when,  where,  by  whom,  and  in  what  form. 
This  exclusive  right  is  confined  to  the  first  publication.  When  once  published 
it  is  dedicated  to  the  public,  and  the  author  has  not,  at  common  law,  any  ex- 
clusive right  to  multiply  copies  of  it,  or  to  control  the  subsequent  issues  of 
copies  by  others.  The  right  of  an  author  or  proprietor  of  a  literary  work  to 
multijily  copies  of  it  to  the  exclusion  of  others  is  the  creature  of  statute.  This 
is  the  right  secured  by  the  '  copyi'ight '  laws  of  the  different  governments.  .  .  . 

'•  The  right  is  well  defined  and  succinctly  stated  by  the  author  of  a  recent 
work,  as  follows  :  '  Every  new  and  innocent  product  of  mental  labour  which 
has  been  embodied  in  writing,  or  some  other  material  form,  being  the  exclu- 
sive property  of  its  author,  the  law  securing  it  to  him  as  such,  and  restraining 
every  other  person  from  infringing  his  right.  Whether  the  ideas  thus  unpub- 
lished take  the  shape  of  written  manuscripts  of  literary,  dramatic,  or  musical 
compositions,  or  whether  they  are  the  designs  for  works  of  ornament  or  utility 
planned  by  the  mind  of  an  artist,  they  are  usually  inviolable  while  they  re- 
main unpublished,  and  the  author  possesses  an  absolute  right  to  publish  them 
or  not  as  he  thinks  fit.  and  (if  he  does  not  desire  to  publish  them)  to  hinder 
their  publication,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  any  one  else.'  Sliortt  on  the 
Law  of  Literatui'e,  48. 

"  It  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  refer  in  detail  to  the  very  many  cases  in 
which  this  original  proprietary  right  of  authors  has  come  under  review  by  the 
Courts.  They  uniformly  decide  or  assume  the  right  to  be  thus  epitomized  by 
Mr.  Shortt,  and  the  adjudications  of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  and  of 
England  are  in  entire  luirmony  upon  this  branch  of  the  law.  2  Story  Eq.  Jur. 
§043;  Hoyt  V.  Mackenzie,  3  Barb.  Ch.  320;  49  Am.  Dec.  178;  Wheaton  v. 
Peters.  8  Pet.  591  ;  Little  v.  Hall,  18  How.  10.') ;  Prince  Albert  v.  Strange.  1  :McX. 
&  G.  25. 

"  An  autlior  or  proprietor  of  an  unpublished  literary  work  has  then  a  prop 
erty  in  such  work,  recognized  and  protected  both  here  and  in  England,  and 
the  use  and  enjoyment  of  it  is  secured  to  him  as  of  right.  This  property  in 
a  manusci'ipt  is  not  distinguishable  from  any  other  personal  property.  It  is 
governed  by  the  same  rules  of  transfer  and  succession,  and  is  protected  by  the 
same  process,  and  has  the  benefit  of  all  the  remedies  accorded  to  other  prop- 
erties so  far  as  applicable.  It  is  personal,  as  other  movable  property,  personal 
in  legal  contemplation,  following  the  person  of  the  owner,  and  is  governed 
by  the  law^of  his  domicile.  That  which  is  regarded  and  protected  as  property 
by  the  law  of  the  owner's  domicile,  as  well  as  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  must 
be  equally  within  the  protection  of  the  law,  whether  the  owner  be  a  citizen  or 
an  alien.  Story  Confl.  Laws.  §§  376,  379.  380.  If  the  character  of  property 
was  impressed  upon  the  fruits  of  mental  labour  solely  by  statute,  it  might  be 
otherwise,  as  the  statutes  would  have  no  extra-territorial  force.  But  where, 
as  in  this  case,  it  is  j'lroperty  l)y  the  law,  common  both  to  this  country  and  the 
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domicile  of  the  author,  the  right  is  eiiually  witliiii  the  protection  of  the  hiw  in 
both  phice.s." 

'•  Until  published  the  work  i.s  the  private  jiroperty  of  the  authoi'.  wherever  the 
common-law  right.s  of  authors  are  regarded.  When  once  imhlished  with  the 
assent  of  the  author,  it  becomes  the  property  of  the  world,  subject  only  to  such 
rights  as  the  author  may  have  secured  under  copyright  laws,  and  they  can  have 
no  force  or  give  any  rights  beyond  the  territorial  rights  of  the  government  by 
which  they  are  enacted.  'J'he  rights  of  assignees  domiciled  here,  of  alien  au- 
thors resident  abroad,  have  been  sustained  by  the  Courts  of  this  country,  and 
no  distinction  has  been  made  between  transfers  of  literary  property  and  prop- 
erty of  any  other  description.  Keenev.  Wheatley, -l  Philadelphia,  157;  9  Am. 
J^aw  Reg.  o-'5;   Crowe  v.  Aiken,  4  Am.  Law  lle\ .  -i-X)." 

'•  When  a  litei'ary  work  is  exhibited  for  a  particular  purpose,  or  to  a  lim- 
ited nund)er  of  persons,  it  will  not  be  construed  as  a  general  gift  or  authority 
for  any  purpose  of  profit  or  publication  by  others.  An  author  retains  his 
right  in  his  manusci'ipt  until  he  relinquishes  it  by  contract  or  some  equivocal 
act  indicating  an  intent  to  dedicate  it  to  the  public.  An  unqualified  publica- 
tion by  printing  and  offering  for  sale  is  such  a  dedication.  The  rights  of  an 
author  of  a  drama  in  his  conqjosition  are  two-fold.  He  is  entitled  to  the 
profit  arising  from  its  performance,  and  also  from  the  sale  of  the  manuscript, 
or  the  printing  and  2>ublishing  it.  Lectures  and  plays  are  not,  by  their  public 
delivery  or  performance  in  the  presence  of  all  who  choose  to  attend,  so  dedi- 
cated to  the  pid)lic  that  they  can  be  printed  and  published  without  the  author's 
])ei"nussion.  It  does  not  give  to  the  hearer  any  title  to  the  manuscript  or  a 
)-ight  to  the  use  of  a  copy.  The  maniiscript  and  the  right  of  the  author  therein 
are  still  within  the  protection  of  the  law,  the  same  as  if  they  had  never  been 
connniniicated  to  the  public  in  any  form.  The  perndssion  to  act  a  play  at  a 
public  theatre  does  not  amount  to  an  aliandonment  by  the  author  of  his  title 
to  it,  or  of  a  dedication  of  it  to  the  public.  It  was  so  decided  in  1770  in 
Macklin  v.  Richardsoii,  Amb.  694,  and  the  rule  as  theii  adjudged  has  never 
been  departed  from.  2  Story's  P2q.  Jur.,  §  9.")(l ;  Keenev.  Wheutleii,  suprn ; 
Bovcicault  V.  Fox.  '->  Blatchf.  98;  Cmre  v.  Aiken  A  Am.  Law  Rev.  450;  Keene 
V.  Kimball,  16  Ciray,  .545;  77  Am.  Dec.  426." 

The  same  doctrine  was  substantially  held  by  the  Supreme  C'oint  of  Massa- 
chusetts, in  an  elaborate  opinion,  in  Tompkins  \.  Halleck,  I'-i'-i  iMassachusetts, 
^^)2 ;  4;^  Am.  Rep.  480,  —  a  case  of  the  reproduction  from  memory  l)y  an  audi- 
tor of  an  unprinted  play  represented  for  the  pecuniary  benefit  of  its  anthoj-. 
Citing  the  principal  case  with  approval,  and  reversing  Keene  v.  Kimball, 
16  firay  (Mass.),  545;  77  Am.  Dec.  426.  The  Court  said:  "Mr.  Charles 
Dickens  was  an  acconq^lished  reader  of  selections  from  his  own  works.  If  he 
had  selected  a  story  which  had  never  been  selected  oi"  copyrighted,  according 
to  the  suggestion  aliove  (juoted  from  Keene  v.  Kimball,  there  would  have  been 
no  right  on  the  part  of  an  auditor  to  report  it,  plionogi-ui)hically  or  otherwise. 
so  as  to  avail  him.self  of  the  copy  by  a  subse(iuent  oral  delivery  by  himself  or 
another  to  whom  he  might  transfer  it.  The  genius  of  Mr.  Dickens  was  essen- 
tially dramatic.  If  he  had  seen  fit  to  prepare  and  read  himself,  as  he  might 
have  done,  a  drama,  representing  its  various  characters,  sucli  :i   literary  pro- 
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(luctiou  would  not  have  been  any  less  protected  than  a  written  discourse  or 
lecture.  Nor  can  it  be  jierceived  that  if,  instead  of  reading  such  a  drama 
himself,  he  had  permitted  it  to  be  represented  on  the  stage,  which  is  but  a 
reading  by  several  persons  instead  of  one,  accompanied  by  music,  scenery,  and 
the  usual  accessories  of  the  stage,  his  rights  as  an  author  to  protection  would 
be  in  any  way  diminished." 

Mr.  Drone  (Copyright,  p.  .568),  says  :  "  It  would  be  as  wise  to  argue  that 
because  a  man  has  hands  for  legitimate  uses,  he  is  justified  in  putting  them 
into  his  neighbour's  pockets.  Memory  may  be  employed  as  a  means  of  im- 
provement, enjoyment,  and  profit,  but  not  to  invade  the  rights  of  another  or 
to  acquire  without  consideration  title  to  the  property  of  another.  .  .  .  The 
fact  that  a  spectator  cannot  be  prevented,  by  police  arrangements  or  other- 
wise, from  retaining  in  his  memory  the  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  a  play 
does  not  invest  him  with  a  right  of  property  in  it." 

The  principle  has  generally  been  recognized  here  in  respect  to  unpublished 
letters,  and  the  unauthorized  publication  of  them  will  be  prohibited  if  they 
have  any  literary  value.  By  Walworth,  Chancellor,  Hoyt  v.  McKenzie, 
o  Barbour,  Chancery  (New  York),  320  ;  49  Am.  Dec.  178  ;  Folsom  v.  Marsh, 
2  Story  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct  ),  100  ;  Denis  v.  Leclerc,  1  Martin  (Louisiana),  2!(7  ; 
5  .\.m.  Dec.  712  (a  very  learned  and  elegant  treatment  of  the  subject)  ;  Grigshi/ 
V.  BrecJcenridge,  2  Bush  (Kentucky),  480;   92  Am.  Dec.  509. 

The  point  made  by  Chancellor  Walwouth,  that  the  letters  must  have 
literary  value  to  warrant  an  injunction  against  the  unauthorized  publication, 
is  mooted.  Mr.  High  accepts  it  (2  Injunction,  sect.  1012).  But  it  is  con- 
trary to  Folsoiu  V.  Marsh,  Denis  v.  Leclerc,  and  Gric/sbi/  v.  Breckenridge,  supra  ; 
and  Mr.  Freenum  says  (note, 49  Am.  Dec.  181)  :  "The  decided  jireponderance 
of  authority,  however,  as  well  as  the  better  reason,  as  it  seems  to  us,  is  against 
the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Walworth."  "  The  correct  doctrine, 
as  it  seems  to  us,  is  that  a  letter  belongs  to  the  author  of  it  for  pui'poses  of 
exclusive  publication,  not  because  of  any  merit  in  it  as  a  literary  pi-oduction, 
but  because  he  wrote  it.  It  is  his  by  right  of  creation,  and  whether  it  is  of 
much  or  little  value  in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  he  has  as  just  a  claim  to  be  pro- 
tected against  an  unauthorized  publication  of  it  as  if  it  were  the  production 
of  a  Chesterfield."  It  seems  to  the  present  writer  'that  the  contrary  view 
would  be  extremely  mischievous  and  encouraging  to  breaches  of  tacit  trust. 
In  Griyshji  v.  Breckenridge,  supra,  the  decision  was  that  private  letters  received 
during  her  girlhood  and  first  marriage  fi'om  her  first  husband  and  others,  as 
well  as  those  received  during  her  widowhood  and  second  mari'iage  from  her 
second  hus])and,  are  a  woman's  separate  property,  which  she  may,  as  between 
herself  and  her  husband,  keep  or  dispose  of  as  she  pleases,  short  of  publica- 
cation,  regardless  of  her  husband's  wishes.     Citing  the  principal  case. 

It  was  doubtless  on  these  principles  that  the  late  Mr.  Blaine,  who  held 
the  high  offices  of  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Senator,  and  Sec- 
retary of  State,  proceeded  in  extorting  the  surrender  of  his  celebrated  "  Mul- 
ligan letters."  They  probably  had  no  literary  value,  but  having  obtained 
their  surrender,  he  was  justified  in  retaining  them  in  order  to  prevent  a  hos- 
tile and  injurious  use  of  them  by  his  political  enemies,  and  in  promulgating 
them  in  his  own  way. 
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No.  2.  — GARY   V.   LONGMAN. 

(K.  B.  1801.) 
RULE. 

New  corrections  and  additions  to  an  old  work  are  the 
subject-matter  of  copyright. 

Gary  v.  Longman. 

1  East,  358-363  (s.  c.  3  Esp.  273 ;  6  R.  R.  285). 

Copyright.  —  Corrections  and  Additions. 

[358]        An  action  lies  to  recover  damages  for  pirating  the  new  corrections 
and  additions  to  an  old.  work. 

This  wa.s  an  action  on  the  case  for  pirating  a  book  of  the  plain- 
tifi''s.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  author  of  a  certain  book  entitled  "  Gary's  New  Itinerary,  or 
an  accurate  Delineation  of  the  great  Roads  both  direct  and  cross 
throughout  England  and  Wales,  &c.,  from  an  actual  Admeasure- 
ment made  by  command  of  his  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,"  &c. ; 
and  that  being  the  author  of  the  said  book,  within  fourteen  years 
last  past  he  had  published  the  same  for  sale,  &c.  That  the  defend- 
ants intending  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  profit  thereof,  and  of 
the  benefit  of  his  copyright,  injuriously  published  and  exposed  to 
sale  divers  copies  of  a  certain  book  entitled,  "  A  new  and  accurate 
Description  of  all  the  direct  and  principal  Roads,  &c.,  from  a  late 
actual  Admeasurement  made  by  Gommand  of  his  Majesty's  Post- 
master-General," iK.'C. ;  wliich  same  book  liad  before  that  time  been 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  copied  from  the  said  book  of  the  plain- 
tiff, witliout  his  consent,  &c.  The  second  count  laid  it  thus :  great 
part  of  which  said  book  had  been  before  that  time  wrongfully  and 
injuriously  copied  and  pirated  from  tlie  said  book  of  the  plaintiff, 
without  his  consent,  &c.  The  third  count  laid  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  proprietor  of  Gary's  Itinerary,  &c.  The  sixth  count  laid 
that  the  plaintiff  had  the  sole  right  of  printing  certain  matters 
relating  to  the  roads  of  this  kingdom,  &c.,  first  published  witliin 
fourteen  years  last  past  in  a  certain  book  of  the  plain tift's 
called,  &c. 
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At  the  trial  before  Lord  Kenyon  at  Westminster  it  ap- 
peared that  the  original  foundation  of  both  the  plaintiff's 

*  and  defendant's  books  was  a  work  first  published  in  [*  359] 
1771,  by  Mr.  Patterson,  the  copyright  of  which  in   1778 

(the  author  being  then  living)  became  vested  in  Mr.  Newberry. 
This  work  had  gone  through  several  editions,  the  11th  of  which 
was  published  in  1796.  In  1797  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by 
the  Postmaster-General  to  make  an  actual  survey  of  the  principal 
roads ;  and  the  book  published  by  him  with  their  permission  con- 
tained many  material  corrections  of  and  additions  to  the  last  edi- 
tion of  the  original  work  by  Patterson.  The  principal  of  these 
consisted  in  some  corrections  of  distances  by  the  actual  surveys ; 
in  an  admeasurement  of  the  distances  from  inn  to  inn  in  the  sev- 
eral post  towns,  in  addition  of  those  from  one  town  to  another ;  in 
an  index  to  the  roads  more  copious  than  the  former  one  ;  in  an  ad- 
ditional number  of  gentlemen's  seats  by  the  road  side  ;  in  a  rejec- 
tion of  some  routes,  and  an  addition  of  many  others.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  work  published  afterwards  by  the  defendants  as  the  12th 
edition  of  the  original  work  by  Patterson  appeared  to  have  been 
copied,  nine  tenths  of  it,  vcrhatim  from  the  plaintiff's  improvements, 
and  many  of  the  alterations  merely  colourable.  After  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff, 

Gibbs  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  Stat.  S  Ann. 
c.  19,  s.  1,  granting  the  copyright  to  authors  for  a  certain  time,  only 
enacts  "  that  the  author  of  any  book  and  his  assigns  shall  have  the 
sole  liberty  of  printing  such  book  for  14  years,"  &c.  And  though 
he  could  not  deny  that  the  defendants  had  copied  the  alterations 
of  and  additions  to  the  original  work,  introduced  by  the  plaintiff 
in  his  Itinerary,  in  the  same  manner  as  he  himself  had  copied 
the    original  work,    yet   he    could   not   be    considered   as 

*  the  author  of  the  book  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,    [*  360] 
the  greater  part  of  it  having  been  before  published   by 
another  person,  and  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  title. 

Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.  Certainly  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  on 
which  he  could  found  an  action  to  that  part  of  his  book  which 
he  had  taken  from  Mr.  Patterson's  ;  but  it  is  clear  that  he  had  a 
right  to  his  own  additions  and  alterations,  many  of  which  were 
very  material  and  valuable :  and  the  defendants  are  answerable 
at  least  for  copying  those  parts  in  their  book.  That  the  defend- 
ants had  pirated  from  the  plaintiff's  book  was  proved  in  the  clear- 
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est  manlier  at  the  trial ;  nine  tenths  at  least  of  tlie  alterations  and 
additions  were  copied  verbatim.  The  printed  work  itself  was  made 
use  of  by  the  defendants  at  the  press,  some  of  it  clipped  with  scis- 
sors, with  a  few  slips  of  paper  containing  MS.  additions  interspersed 
here  and  there,  and  some  of  these  merely  nominal  and  colourable. 
The  Courts  of  justice  have  been  long  labouring  under  an  error,  if  an 
author  have  no  copyright  in  any  part  of  a  work  unless  he  have 
an  exclusive  right  to  the  whole  book.  I  remember  it  was  thought 
otherwise  in  the  case  of  Mr.  jNIason  {Mason  v.  Murray).  Several 
of  Mr.  Gray's  poems  had  been  for  many  years  before  published, 
which  were  collected  by  Mr.  Mason,  and  published  with  the  addi- 
tion of  several  new  poems ;  but  though  he  had  not  a  property  in 
the  whole  book,  yet  the  defendant  having  copied  the  whole,  the 
LoKD  Chancellor  ^  granted  an  injunction  against  him  as  to  the 
publication  with  the  additional  pieces.  So  Lord  Hakd- 
[*361]  wiCKK  *  in  another  case  ^  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain 


1   Qa.  Lord  Bathukst  \ 

'  Ton  son  V.  Wii/Ler  and  Another,  30tli 
Aj)ril,  1752,  .3  Swaiist.  672,  cited  in  Millar 
V.  Tai/lor,  4  Burr.  2325,  235,  and  in  Tonson 
V.  Collins,  2  BLac.  332. 

Vide  MoUe  v.  Faulkner,  Nov.  1735,  be- 
fore Lord  Talbot,  cited  in  4  Burr.  2353, 
and  in  1  Blac.  Hep.  331,  and  in  Carnan  v. 
Bowles,  2  Bro.  Ch.  Cas.  80,  relative  to  the 
ori<ijinal  ])uhlication  in  (juestion. 

Sai/rr  and  Others  v.  Moore. 

Sittings  after  HiL  1785,  at  Guildliall, 
cor.  Lord  .Mansfikld.  C.  J. 

This  was  an  action  for  pirating  sea 
charts,  which  are  protected  by  statute  17 
(Jeo.  in.,  c.  57.  The  ciiarts  which  had  been 
cf)pied  were  four  in  number,  which  Moore 
had  made  into  one  large  map. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  tliat  the  de- 
fendant had  taken  the  body  of  his  publica- 
tion from  the  work  of  the  plaintiffs,  but 
that  he  had  made  many  alterations  and 
improvements  thereupon.  It  was  also 
proved  that  the  plaintiff.s  had  originally 
been  at  a  great  ex))ense  in  ])rocuring  ma- 
terials for  these  maps.  Delarochett,  an 
eminent  geographer  and  (Migraver,  had 
been  em]>loyed  by  the  ])laintiffs  in  the  en- 
graving of  them.  He  said  that  the  pres- 
ent charts  of  the  plaintiffs  were  such  an 
improvement  on  those  before  in  use  as 
made  them  an  original  work.  Besides 
their  liaving  been  laid  down  from  all  the 


charts  and  ma])s  extant,  they  were  im- 
))roved  by  many  manuscript  journals  ami 
])rinted  i)ooks  and  manuscrijit  relations  of 
travellers  ;  he  had  no  doubt  the  materials 
must  hJive  cost  the  plaintiffs  between 
<:3()00  and  C40()(),  and  tliat  the  defend- 
ant's chart  was  taken  from  these  of  the 
plaintiffs,  with  a  few  alterations.  In  an- 
swer toa(iuestion  from  the  Court,  Whetlicr 
the  defendant  had  pirated  from  the  draw- 
ings and  pajiers,  or  from  the  engravings  .' 
he  answered,  from  the  engravings.  Win- 
terfelt,  an  engraver,  said  he  was  actually 
ein])loyed  by  the  defendant  to  take  a  draft 
of  the  (julf  Passage  (in  the  West  Indies) 
from  the  plaintiff's  map. 

Many  witnesses  were  called  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  amongst  others  a  Mi 
Stej)henson  and  Admiral  (^ani))])ell.  Mr. 
Stephenson  said  he  had  carefully  exam- 
ineil  the  two  pultlic.ations  ;  that  there  were 
very  important  differences  between  them, 
much  in  favour  of  tiie  defendant's.  That 
the  ])laintiffs'  inajis  were  founded  upon  no 
princii)l(^  ;  neither  upon  the  principle  of 
the  Mercator,  nor  the  plane  chart,  but 
upon  a  corruption  of  both.  'I'hat  near  the 
E(|uator  the  ])lane  chart  would  do 
[*362]  very  well,  but  that  as  you  go  *  fur- 
ther from  the  Ivjuator,  there  you 
must  have  recourse  to  the  Mercator.  That 
there  were  \ery  material  errors  in  the 
plaintiffs'  map.s.     That  they  were  in  many 
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the  defendants  from  printing  Miltun's  Paradise  Lost,  with  Dr.  New- 
ton's Notes  ;  although  there  was  no  doubt  hut  that  they  were  at 
liberty  to  have  published  the  original  work  itself  without  the  notes. 
Per  Curiam.  Rule  refused. 


places  defective  iu  p(Hutiug  out  the  lati- 
tude and  longitude,  which  is  extremely 
essential  in  navigating.  That  most  of 
these,  as  well  as  errors  iu  the  soundings, 
were  corrected  by  tlie  defendant.  Ad- 
miral Cainphell  observed  that  there  were 
only  two  kinds  of  charts,  one  called  a  plane 
chart,  which  was  now  very  little  used ;  the 
other,  which  is  the  best,  called  tlie  Merca- 
tor,  and  which  is  very  accurate  in  the 
degrees  of  latitude  and  longitude.  That 
this  distinction  was  very  necessary  in  the 
higher  latitudes,  l)ut  in  places  near  tlie 
Equator  it  made  little  or  no  difference. 
That  the  plaintiffs'  maps  were  upon  no 
principle  recognized  among  seamen,  and 
no  rules  of  navigation  could  l)e  apj)lied  to 
tiiein  ;  and  they  were  therefore  entirely 
useless. 

Lord  MansfikM),  C.  J.  The  rule  of  de- 
cision in  this  case  is  a  matter  of  great 
consecjuence  to  tiie  country.  In  deciding 
it  we  must  take  care  to  guard  against  two 
extremes  ecjually  prejudicial :  the  one  that 
men  of  ability,  who  liave  employed  tiieir 
time  for  tlie  service  (^f  the  (•ommuiiity, 
may  not  be  deprived  of  their  just  merits, 
and  tlie  reward  of  their  ingenuity  and 
labour ;  the  other,  that  the  world  may  not 
be  deprived  of  improvements,  nor  the  pro- 
gress of  the  arts  be  retarded.  The  Act 
tiiat  secures  copyright  to  authors  guards 
against  tiie  piracy  of  the  words  and  senti- 
ments ;  but  it  does  not  prohil)it  writing  on 
the  .same  sul)ject.  As  in  the  case  of  his- 
tories and  dictionaries  :  In  the  first  a  man 
may  give  relation  of  the  same  facts,  and  in 
the  same  order  of  time  ;  in  the  latter  an 
interpretation  is  given  of  the  identical 
same  words.  In  all  these  cases  the  (jues- 
tion  of  fact  to  come  before  a  jury  is, 
Whether  the  alteration  be  colourable  or 
not  f  There  must  be  such  a  similitude  as 
to  make  it  probable  and  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  one  is  a  transcript  of  the  other, 
and  nothing  more  than  a  transcript.  So 
in  the  case  of  i)rints,  no  doubt  different 
men  may  take  engravings  from  the  same 
picture.  The  same  principle  holds  with 
regard  to  charts ;  whoever  has  it  in  his 
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intention  to  publisli  a  (diart  may  take  ad- 
vantage of  all  prior  j^ublicatious.  There 
is  no  monopoly  of  the  subject  here  any 
more  than  in  the  otlier  instances ;  but 
upon  any  question  of  this  nature  the  jury 
will  decide  whether  it  be  a  servile  imita- 
tion or  not.  If  an  erroneous  chart  be 
made,  God  forbid  it  should  not  be  cor- 
rected, even  in  a  sniali  degree,  if  it 
tliereby  become  UKjre  servicca'de 
and  *  useful  for  the  purjmses  to  '[*.'}63] 
which  it  is  applied.  Eut  here  you 
are  told  that  there  are  various  and  very 
material  alterations.  This  chart  of  tlie 
plaintiffs'  is  ujion  a  wrong  principle,  inap- 
plicable to  navigation.'  The  defendant 
therefore  has  been  correcting  errors,  and 
not  servilely  copying.  If  you  think  so, 
you  will  find  for  the  defendant ;  if  you 
think  it  is  a  mere  servile  imitation,  and 
])irated  from  the  other,  you  will  find  for 
the  plaintiffs.  Verdict  for  defenddnt . 

Dr.  Triis/f'r  v.  Miirrai/. 

Sittings  after  Alich.  1789,  cor.  Lord 
Kkxvon. 

This  was  an  action  for  pirating  a  book 
of  chronology.  It  was  proved  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  tliough  some  parts  of  the 
defendant's  work  were  different,  yet  in 
general  it  was  the  same,  and  particularly 
from  page  20  to  .34  it  was  a  literal  copy. 

Lord  Kknyon,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that, 
if  such  were  tlie  fact,  the  jjlaiutiff  must  re- 
cover, though  other  ])arts  of  the  work  were 
original.  He  .said  Lord  Bathurst  had 
been  of  that  opinion,  and  he  thought 
rightly  with  respect  to  the  publication  of 
some  original  poems  by  Mr.  Mason,  to- 
gether with  others  which  had  been  before 
publislied.  And  the  like  witli  respect  to 
an  abridgment  of  Cook's  Voyage  round 
the  World.  The  main  (juestion  here  was. 
Whether  iu  substance  the  one  work  is  a 
cnpy  and  imitation  of  the  other;  for  un- 
doubtedly in  a  chronological  work  the 
.same  facts  must  be  related.  The  parties 
having  received  his  Lordship's  opinion,  it 
was  agreed  to  refer  the  consideration  of 
the  two  books  to  an  arbitrator,  who  would 
have  leisure  to  compare  them. 
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ENGLISH    NOTES. 

The  case  of  Mason  v.  Murraij,  cited  by  Lord  Kexyox  in  his  judg- 
ment, formed  a  topic  of  conversation  at  a  dinner  party  at  Dilly's  on 
the  15th  April,  1778,  and  an  account  of  the  case  is  given  by  Bos- 
well,  who  records  that  "Johnson  signified  his  displeasure  at  Mr. 
Mason's  conduct  very  strongly,"  but  attributed  the  "prosecution"  of 
the  defendant  to  the  fact  that  "  Mason  's  a  Whig."  The  "several  new 
Ijoems  "  referred  to  by  Lord  Kenyon  (p.  80,  sujjra)  consisted  of  fifty 
lines,  and  were  the  oiUy  poems  in  which  any  copyright  still  subsisted 
under  the  Statute  of  Anne.  It  may  be  that  no  report  of  the  decision 
exists  by  reason  of  the  determination  not  commending  itself  to  the 
legal  profession,  for  a  report  of  a  point  of  practice  which  arose  in  the 
case  will  be  found  2  Dick.  536. 

U})on  the  ground  of  policy,  works  of  a  defamatorv  or  immoral 
tendency  cannot  be  the  subject-matter  of  c<)j)yright.  Sfockdale  v. 
On  u- 1)  pi  (1826),  5  B.  &  C.  173. 

The  following  publications  have  been  held  to  be  the  subject-matter 
of  copyright:  A  trade  directory,  Kelli/  v.  Harris  (1866),  No.  6,  p.  102, 
jjost  (L.  K.,  1  Eq.  697);  the  illustrations  in  a  trade  catalogue  wliich 
was  distributed  gratuitously,  and  in  the  text  of  which  no  copyright 
existed,  ilfaj^/e  v.  Junior  Army  &  Navy  Stores  (C.  A.  1882),  21  Ch. 
D.  369,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  67,  47  L.  T.  589,  31  W.  R.  70;  the  arrangement  of 
advertisements,  although  the  advertisements  themselves  might  not  be 
the  subject-matter  of  copyright,  Lamb  v.  Evans  (C.  A.  1892),  1893,  1 
Ch.  218,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  404,  68  L.  T.  131,  41  W.  R.  405.  Again,  copy- 
right has  been  held  to  exist  in  a  book  of  questions  and  answers  with 
respect  to  common  phenomena  observed,  although  there  is  nothing  new 
in  the  information  conveyed;  and  such  a  copyright  is  infringed  by  a 
work,  which,  although  to  a  certain  extent  using  the  common  sources, 
copies  both  the  matter  and  the  arrangement  to  an  extent  which  shows 
the  intention  to  appropriate  for  the  purpose  of  saving  labour.  Jarrold 
V.  Houlston  (1857),  3  K.  &  J.  708,  716.  "If,"  says  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor (Sir  W.  I^AGE  Wood),  "knowing  that  a  person  whose  work  is 
protected  by  copyright  has,  with  considerable  labour,  compiled  from 
various  sources  a  work  in  itself  not  original,  but  which  he  has  digested 
and  arranged,  you,  being  minded  to  compile  a  work  of  a  like  description, 
instead  of  taking  the  pains  of  searching  into  all  the  common  sources 
and  obtaining  j'our  subject-matter  from  them,  avail  j-ourself  of  the 
labour  of  your  predecessor,  adopt  his  arrangements,  adopt  moreover  the 
ver}'  questions  he  has  a.sked,  or  adopt  them  with  but  a  slight  degree  of 
colourable  variation,    and  thus  save  yoiirself  pains  and  labour  by  avail- 
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iiig  yourself  of  the  pains  and  labour  which  he  has  employed,    that  I 
take  to  he  an  illegitimate  use." 

Cojiyright  may  exist  in  a  translation,  Wyatt  v.  Barnard  (1814),  3 
Yes.  &  B.  77,  13  R.  K.  141;  or  in  the  particular  forms  of  language  or 
modes  of  exjiression,  in  which  information  respecting  the  current  events 
of  the  day  is  conveyed  to  readers  in  a  newspaper,  Walter  v.  Stelnkopff 
(1892),  1892,  3  Ch.  489,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  521,  67  L.  T.  184,  40  W.  k 
599. 

The  title  of  a  book  has  been  treated  as  being  the  subject-matter  of 
copyright.  Weldon  v.  Dicks  (1878),  10  Ch.  D.  247,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  201, 
39  L.  T.  467,  27  W.  R.  639.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Dicks  v. 
Yates  (C.  A.  1881),  18  Ch.  D.  76,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  809,  44  L.  T.  660,  the 
majority  (the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  James,  L.  J.,)  expressed  an 
opinion  that  there  could  not  in  general  be  any  copyright  in  the  title 
of  a  book  ;  Lush,  L.  J.,  said  that  he  did  not  dissent  from  that  view, 
but  did  not  wish  to  decide  the  question  as  the  matter  did  not  arise  in 
that  case.  The  excepted  cases  which  were  probably  in  the  minds  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  James,  L.  J.,  were  those  in  which  an 
author  has  chosen  a  title  which  will  induce  people  to  think  that  they 
are  purchasing  the  work  of  another  writer.  Some  of  the  earlier  cases 
on  this  subject  are  referred  to  in  Dicks  v.  Yates,  sujjra,  and,  as  is 
there  pointed  out  by  Lush,  L.  J.,  Weldon  v.  Dicks  may  itself  have 
proceeded  on  this  ground.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  The  Licensed  Vict- 
uallers' Newsjxtper  Co.  v.  Bingham  (C.  A.  1888),  38  Ch.  D.  139,  58  L. 
J.  Ch.  o%  59  L.  T.  187,  36  W.  R.  433,  it  was  held  that  there  could  be 
no  copyright  in  the  name  of  a  newspaper,  and  that  the  only  title  to 
relief  arose  where  there  was  a  "passing  off"  of  the  newspaper  of  one 
person  as  that  of  another.  In  Borthirick  v.  Evening  Post  (C.  A.  1888),. 
37  Ch.  D.  449,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  406,  58  L.  T.  252,  36  W.  R.  434,  the 
Court  considered  what  must  be  shown  to  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  complain 
of  the  conduct  of  a  defendant  who  has  published  a  newspaper  under  a 
name  which  might  lead  the  public  to  believe  that  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
nected with  the  new  publication.  There  was  (as  there  still  is)  an  old 
established  daily  paper  called  the  Morning  Post,  which  is  published  in 
the  morning,  but  the  defendants  commenced  issuing  a  daily  evening 
paper  called  the  Evening  Post.  The  Court,  whilst  recognizing  that  the 
I)ublic  might  be  deceived  into  supposing  that  there  existed  some  con- 
nection between  the  two  papers,  refused  an  injunction  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  injured  by  the  similarity  of 
name. 

In  Chilton  v.  Progress  Printing  &  Publishing  Co.  (C.  A.  1895), 
1895,  2  Ch.  29,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  510,  72  L.  T.  442,  43  W.  R.  456,  the 
members  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  Copy- 
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riglit  Act  1842  (5  &  (>  Vict.  c.  45)  is  only  intended  to  aft\>rd  i)r(itt'ction 
to  ;i  litcrarv  ciini{)i>sitinn.  l>ut.  liaviug  regard  to  tlie  decision  of  tlie 
Court  of  Appeal  in  tlie  case  of  Maple  v.  Junior  Ainiii/  <£•  JVav//  Sfores, 
siijH'd,  tins  expression  "  literary  composition  "  must  not  be  construed 
as  im])Osing  any  standard  of  literary  merit.  In  Majth'  v.  -Junior  Jnn// 
&  Nanj  Stores  (C.  A.  1882),  -1  ^'i-  !>•  ^(>9,  52  L.  J.  Cli.  67,  47  L.  T. 
589,  31  W.  II.  70,  the  Court  of  Appeal  exi)ressly  overruled  the  decision 
of  Lord  KoMiLLV  (in  Cohbett  v.  Woodward,  1872,  L.  K.,  14  Eq.  407,  41 
L.  J.  Ch.  65G)  to  the  effect  that  there  could  be  no  copyright  in  an 
advertisement;  and  the  ^Iaster  of  the  Hulls  observed  (52  L.  J.  Ch. 
71):  ''1  see  nothing  in  the  Act  to  exclude  a  book  wliich  consists  of 
pictures  only,  or  to  restrict  the  Act  to  books  containing  letterpress." 

The  ruling  in  the  })rincii)al  case  is  su])ported  by  Leader  v.  Vn rdarj 
(1848),  7  C.  B.  4,  18  L.  J.  C.  \\  97,  and  Lercr  V.  Darldsnn  (185()), 
1  C.  1>.  (N.  S.)  182,  both  cases  rcdating  to  additi(nis  or  a(la])tations  of 
earlier  mnsiciil  compositions.  Harrisun  v.  Tiiiflor  (Ex.  Ch.  1859),  4 
H.  &  N.  815,  29  L.  4.  Ex.  3,  was  a  case  in  which  a  new  design  had 
been  producecl  l»y  a  combination  of  two  old  designs.  It  was  there  held 
that  it  was  a  (pu'stion  solely  for  a  jury  to  say  whether  the  manufacturer 
had  ]>roduced  a  new  design.  The  decision  was  rested  np(m  the  con- 
struction which  the  Court  ga\-e  to  tlie  Statutt;  5  ^:  6  Vict.  c.  45;  but 
the  cases  in  wliicli  cojiyright  in  a  literary  or  musical  composition  has 
been  held  to  attach  to  an  ada]>tation  (tf  an  older  work,  seem  to  have 
proceeded  on  the  same  footing. 

Alterations,  additions,  or  imj)i'o\-emcnts  l)v  a  jierson,  whether  made 
with  or  without  the  sanction  of  the  author,  cannot  be  the  foundation  of 
any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  jierson  making  the  alteration  to  be  cojisid- 
.ered  as  joint  author  of  the  work.  Li'i'ij  v.  Uatleij  (1871),  L.  K.  (!  C. 
P.  523,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  244,  24  L.  T.  G21,  19  ^^^  P.  970. 

AMEKICAN   NOTES. 

In  Grd]!  v.  Russell,  1  Story  (V.  S  Ciir.  Ct.),  11.  tlie  autlior  of  an  edition  of 
Adams'  Latin  (Iranunar  made  original  additions  and  alterations  in  that  work 
and  also  jirepared  notes  to  it,  which  the  author  of  a  subsecjuent  edition  of 
that  work  adopted.  Held,  an  infringement.  Stokv,  d.,  said  :  "  If  no  work 
could  be  considered  by  our  law  as  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  copyright,  which 
is  composed  of  niaterials  drawn  from  many  different  sources,  but  for  tlie  fii'st 
lime  brouglit  togetluM- in  the  same  ]ilan  and  ari'angenieuf.  and  cond)iuatioii, 
sinii>ly  because  those  materials  might  be  foimd  scntf<'red  up  and  down  in  a 
.<;reat  variety  of  volumes,  perhaps  in  hundreds  or  even  in  thousands  of  volumes, 
and  might  therefore  have  been  l)rought  together  in  the  same  way  and  by  the 
same  researches  of  another  nund,  equally  skilful  ami  ecpially  diligent,  then 
indeed  it  woidd  be  ilitHcult  to  say  that  there  could  be  any  copyright  in  most 
of  the  scientific  and   jirofessioual  treatises  of  the  present  day.      What  would 
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l)ec(iine  of  the  elaborate  coiniiieiitaries  of  tlie  iiiodeni  sclioliii's  tijion  tlie 
classics,  which  for  the  most  part  consist  of  selections  from  the  works  and 
criticisms  of  various  former  authors,  arranged  in  a  new  form  and  com- 
liined  together  by  new  illustrations,  intermixed  with  themV  What  would 
become  of  the  modern  treatises  upon  astronomy,  mathenuitics,  natural  phi- 
losophy and  chemistry  ?  What  would  become  of  the  treati.ses  in  our  own 
profession,  the  materials  of  which,  if  the  works  be  of  any  real  value,  most 
essentially  depend  upon  faithful  abstracts  from  the  reports,  and  from  juridical 
treatises,  with  illustrations  of  their  bearing.  Blackstone's  C'ommentaries  is 
but  a  compilation  of  the  Laws  of  England,  drawn  from  authentic  sources 
open  to  the  whole  profession,  and  yet  it  was  never  dreamed  that  it  was  not  a 
work  which  in  the  highest  sense  might  be  deemed  an  original  work,  since  never 
before  were  the  same  materials  so  admirably  combined  and  exquisitely  wrought 
out,  with  a  judgment,  skill,  and  taste  absolutely  unrivalled.  Take  the  case 
of  a  work  on  Insui'auce,  written  by  one  of  the  learned  counsel  in  this  cause, 
and  to  which  the  whole  profession  are  so  much  indebted  ;  it  is  but  a  compila- 
tion, with  occasional  comments  upon  all  the  leading  doctrines  of  that  branch 
of  the  law,  drawn  from  reported  cases  or  from  former  authors ;  but  combined 
together  in  a  new  form  and  in  a  new  plan  and  ari'angement ;  yet  I  presume 
that  none  of  us  ever  doubted  that  he  was  fully  entitled  to  a  copyright  in  the 
work,  as  lieing  truly  in  a  just  sense  his  own."  1'he  same  Judge,  in  Emer<ton 
v.  Davies,  o  Story,  7(J<S,  applied  tlie  same  principles  to  the  case  of  an  arithmetic, 
observing  :  "  In  truth  in  literature,  in  science,  and  in  art,  there  are,  and  can 
be,  few  if  any  things  which  in  an  abstract  sense  are  strictly  new  and  origiiuil 
tlu'oughout.  Every  book  in  litei'ature,  in  science,  and  in  art  borrows,  and 
must  necessarily  borrow,  and  use  much  which  was  well  known  aiul  used 
before.  Xo  man  creates  a  new  language  for  himself,  at  least  if  he  be  a  wise 
man,  in  writing  a  l)Ook."  (He  might  have  instanced  Psalmanazar.)  "He 
contents  himself  with  the  use  of  language  already  known,  and  used,  and 
understood  by  others.  No  man  writes  exclusively  from  his  own  thoughts, 
unaided  and  uninstructed  by  the  thoughts  of  others.  Tlie  thoughts  of  every 
man  are  more  or  less  a  combination  of  what  other  men  have  thought  and 
expressed,  although  they  may  be  modified,  exalted,  or  improved  by  his  own 
genius  or  reflection.  If  no  book  could  be  the  subject  of  copyright  which  was 
not  new  and  original  in  the  elements  of  which  it  is  composed,  there  could  be 
no  ground  for  any  copyright  in  modern  times,  and  we  shoidd  be  obliged  to 
ascend  very  high,  even  in  antiquity,  to  find  a  work  entitled  to  such  eminence. 
Virgil  borrowed  much  from  Homer  ;  Bacon  drew  from  earlier  as  w^ell  as  con- 
temporary minds  "  —  (especially  if  he  wrote  Shakespeare's  plays  !)  —  "  Coke 
exhausted  all  the  known  learning  of  his  profession  ;  and  even  Shakespeare 
and  Milton,  so  justly  and  proudly  oiu-  boast  as  the  brightest  originals,  would 
be  found  to  have  gathered  much  from  the  abundant  stores  of  current  knowl- 
edge, and  classical  studies  in  their  days.  What  is  La  Place's  great  work  but 
the  combination  of  the  processes  and  discoveries  of  the  great  mathematicians 
before  his  day.  with  his  own  extraordinary  genius?  What  are  all  modern 
law  books  but  new  combinations  and  arrangements  of  old  materials,  in  which 
tiie  skill  and  judgment  of  the  author  in  the  selection  and  exposition  and 
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accurate  use  of  tliosi;  materials,  constitute  the  basis  of  liis  reputation,  as  well 
as  of  his  copyright  V  lUaclcstone's  Coninientaries  and  Kent's  Coinnientaries 
are  biit  splendid  examples  of  the  merit  and  value  of  such  achievements." 
Citing  the  principal  case.  All  this  is  an  eloquent  but  unconscious  self-defence, 
for  there  never  was  a  greater  borrower  than  Story. 

The  subject  is  examined  very  extensively  and  learnedly  by  Clikfohd,  J., 
in  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Clifford  (l\  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  1,  in  respect  to  an  alleged 
infringement  of  Wheaton's  celebrated  treatise  on  Intei-national  Law.  See 
Greene  v.  Bishop,  1  Clilford,  18G,  concei'ning  an  alleged  infringement  of  co])y- 
right  in  an  English  Grammar. 

On  a  somewhat  analogous  principle  are  protected  the  labours  of  judicial 
reporters  in  head  notes,  statements  and  notes  and  abstracts  of  briefs  of  counsel, 
in  reports  of  judicial  decisions,  although  they  can  have  no  copyi'ight  in  the 
opinions  themselves.  W/ieatonv.  Peters,  8  Peters  (V.  S  Supr.  Ct.),  .591  ;  Mi/ers 
v.  Callaqhan.  5  Federal  Reporter,  720;  20  ibid.  441  ;  Banks  v.  Manchester,  2-'> 
Federal  Reporter,  148;  Backus  v.  Gould,  7  Howard  (U.  S.  Supr.  Ct.),  7!)S  ; 
Little  x.Gouhh  2  Blatchford.  KJ.");  Bunks  v.  McDivitt,  13  Blatchford,  ltj;5; 
Little  v.  //((//,  18  Howard  (T.  S.  Supr.  Ct),  105;  Mijfrs  v.  Callaghan,  128 
United  States,  617,  citing  the  principal  case  ;  West.  Pub.  Co.  v.  Lawyers'  Co-op. 
Pub  Co.,  25  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  441  ;  Nash  v.  Lathrop,  142  Massa^ 
chusetts,  29. 

The  publication  of  the  judicial  opinions  themselves  is  open  to  all ;  not 
even  the  State  has  copyright  in  them.  Wheaton  v.  Peters,  supra ;  Banks  v. 
Wt'st.  Pub.  Co..  27  Federal  Reporter,  50;  Myers  \.  C al lag] lan,  supra.  Contra  : 
Goiilfl  V.  Banks,  53  Connecticut,  415;   55  Am.  Rep.  143. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  and  recognized,  emphasizing  the  idea  that 
tlie  additional  matter  furnished  must  be  new  in  itself,  in  A  twill  v.  Ferretf, 
2  Blatchford  (U.S.  Circ.  Ct.),  39,46.  It  is  also  much  cited  by  Drone  on 
Copyright. 
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(Ch.  1875.) 

KI'LE. 

A  PERSON,  who  employs  another  for  remuneration  to 
compile  a  book  for  him,  is,  as  the  equitable  assignee  of  the 
author,  entitled  to  the  copyright  in  the  book. 

Grace   v.   Newman. 

L.  R.,  19  K(|.  f)2;i-i;2(;  (s.  <■.  44  b.  J.  Cli.  2<)8;  2:1  W.  \{.  517). 

Ciipyriijht  —    Catalogue.  —  Book  (ifJ)esiyNs.  —  Equitable  Assiqnment. 

[62:!]       .\  tradesman  who  employs  another  for  remuneration  to  compile  a 
liof)l<  of  designs  for  liim   is  liimself  entitled  to  copyright  in  the  book. 
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A  hook  ill  the  nature  of  an  advertising  catalogue  may  be  the  subject  of 
copyright. 

Phiintiff,  a  cemetery  stone  mason,  employed  and  remunerated  a  jierson  to 
collect  monumental  designs,  and  published  a  book  containing  sketches  of  such 
designs,  with  scarcely  any  letter-press  :  — 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  had  copyright  in  the  book,  and  was  entitled  to  an 
injunction  to  I'estrain  the  publication  of  designs  copied  from  it. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  of  the  business  known  as 
"Daniel's,"  cemetery  stone  and  marble  mason  at  Highgate  and 
Nunhead,  and  in  1870  he  published  a  book  containing  164  litho- 
graphic sketches  of  monumental  designs,  which  was  compiled  by 
T.  F.  Ward,  manager  of  the  business  carried  on  at  Highgate.  The 
book  contained  scarcely  any  letter-press.  The  sketches  were  taken 
from  different  tombstones  in  cemeteries  by  means  of  photographs 
and  drawings.  The  preparation  of  the  book  occupied  nearly  a  year, 
and  great  skill  was  required  in  combining  and  grouping  the  various 
designs  to  produce  an  artistic  and  harmonious  effect.  The  object 
of  the  plaintiff  was  to  provide  a  volume  which  might  serve  as  an 
advertisement,  and  be  given  to  customers  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  them  to  .select  a  design  which  the  plaintiff  would  be  able 
to  give  an  immediate  price  for  and  to  have  executed.  On  the  18th 
of  July,  1871,  the  book  was  registered  by  the  plaintiff  at  Stationers' 
Hall.  ^ 

The  defendant  carried  on  business  as  a  wholesale  manufacturing 
stationer  and  lithographer  in  London. 

On  the  27th  of  July,  1874,  the  defendant's  traveller  called  at 
the  plaintiff's  Nunhead  premises,  and  offered  a  lithographed  sheet 
of  monumental  designs  for  masons,  for  which  he  solicited 
orders.  *  It  was  discovered  that  the  designs  were  copies  of  [*  624] 
the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  defendant  had  been  soliciting 
orders  for  the  sheet  from  the  principal  cemetery  masons  in  London 
and  the  country. 

The  plaintiff's  solicitors  wrote  on  the  31st  of  July,  1874,  to  the 
defendant,  complaining  that  he  had  infringed  the  plaintiff's  rights, 
and  stating  that  unless  all  the  sheets  were  given  up  and  the  names 
of  the  persons  who  had  bought  copies  mentioned,  a  bill  would  be 
tiled.  No  reply  having  been  sent  to  that  letter,  tiie  plaintiff,  on 
the  4th  of  August,  1874,  filed  this  bill  praying  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  printing,  publishing,  selling,  delivering, 
or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  sheet  of  monumental  designs,  or  any 
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Other  sheet  in  the  compilation  of  which  the  plaintiff's  book  of 
luoniiniental  designs  had  been  nsed,  and  from  copying  or  pirating 
any  parts  of  the  book  ;  for  an  account ;  and  for  costs  and  damages. 

Mr.  Crreene, Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cozens-Hardy,  for  the  plaintiff:  — 

Mr.  Ward  was  employed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  to  obtain 
the  best  information  and  the  best  designs  which  he  could,  with  the 
view  of  publishing  this  book.  He  was  well  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
for  all  that  he  did,  and  what  he  did  was  for  him,  and  the  case  stood 
just  as  if  he  had  done  everything  connected  with  the  book  himself. 
He  was,  in  fact,  the  proprietor  of  the  book.  An  attempt  may  be 
made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  bring  this  case  within  the 
section  of  the  Copyright  Act  (5  &  6  A'ict.  c.  45),  which  lias  reference 
to  periodicals,  &c.  ;  but  it  is  clear  that  that  section  does  not  apply 
to  this  case.  The  case  of  Cohhett  v.  Woodv:ard,  L.  K.,  14  Eq.  407 ; 
41  L.  J.  Ch.  056,  is  distinguishable  from  the  present ;  besides,  the 
case  of  Hottenx.  Arthur,  1  H.  &  M.  603  ;  32  L.  J.  Cli.  771,  was  not 
cited  in  the  arguments  in  that  case,  otherwise  the  decision,  it  is 
presumed,  would  have  been  different.  This  case  is  clearly  governed 
by  Hotten  v.  Arthur. 

[They,  also  referred  to  the  cases  of  Bogue  v.  Ilotilston,  5  De  G.  & 
8m.  267  ;  21  L.  J.  Ch.  470  ;  Kdli/  v.  Morris,  No.  6,  p.  102,  post,  L.  E., 
1  Eq.  697  ;  35  L.  J.  Ch.  423  ;  Hogu  v.  Scott,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  444 ;  43 
L.  J.  Ch.  705.] 

Mr.  W.  C.  Renshaw,  for  the  defendant :  — 

This  l»ouk  of  designs  is  not  a  literary  work,  nor  can  it 
[*  625]  be  *  contended  that  it  will  be  of  lasting  benefit  to  the 
world  ;  in  fact,  it  can  be  of  no  benefit  to  any  one  except  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  theref(jre  it  does  not  come  within  the  preamble  of 
the  Copyright  Act.  The  decision  in  Cohhett  v.  Woodward,  L.  R.,  14 
Eq.  407  ;  41  L.  J.  Ch.  656,  really  governs  this  case.  These  designs 
were  taken  from  cemeteries  and  churchyards,  which  are  places  open 
to  all  persons.  The  liook  is,  as  the  l»ill  states,  a  mere  advertisement, 
and  there  is  no  copyright  in  that.  IMie  copying  of  an  advertise- 
ment does  no  wrong  unless  the  public  are  led  to  believe  that  the 
person  copying  can  sell  the  articles  referred  to.  Even  if  it  should 
be  considered  that  there  is  a  copyright  in  tliis  ])ook,  it  does  not 
belong  to  tlie  plaintiff,  l)ut  to  Mr.  Ward,  who  obtained  the  designs, 
and  who  is,  in  fact,  the  author  of  the  book  within  sec.  3  of  the 
Copyright  Act  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45).  It  cannot  be  successfully  con- 
tended tliat  the  plaintiff  is  under  sec.  13  of  the  Act  the  assignee  of 
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Ward.  There  has  been  no  writing,  even,  showing  that  he  is. 
Davidson's  Conveyancing,  vol.  ii.  p.  1153,  and  Jefferys  v.  Booseij,  4 
H.  L.  C.  815  ;  24  L.  J.  Ex.  81,  show  that  neither  at  law  nor  in  equity 
has  the  title  passed  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  assignee  of  Ward. 
Marsh  v.  Conquest,  17  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  418,  is  also  in  point.  Nor  has 
the  plaintiff  become  entitled  to  any  copyright  in  the  book  under 
sec.  18  of  the  Act:  Browa  v.  Coohc,  11  Jur.  77;  Wood  v.  Boose//, 
L.  R,  2  Q.  B.  340  ;  L.  R,  3  Q.  B.  223 ;  35  L.  J.  Q.  B.  103  ;  37 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  84.  Under  these  circumstances  there  ought  to  be  no 
injunction,  and  certainly  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  made  to 
pay  any  costs. 

Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.  C.  :  — 

This  case  has  been  argued  by  Mr.  Renshaw  with  an  amount  of 
accuracy  and  learning  worthy  of  a  much  greater  case.  The  first 
question  is,  whether  the  case  comes  within  the  Copyright  Act  ? 
The  contention  has  been  that  it  does  not,  because  the  book  is  not 
capable  of  being  described  as  one  of  lasting  benefit  to  the  world ; 
but  it  appears  to  me  that  I  cannot  do  otherwise  than  hold  that  this 
is  a  work  which  comes  within  the  description  mentioned  in  the 
Act.  It  is  true  that  this  work  has  little  letter-press  ;  but  it  is 
full  of  interesting  matter,  which  I  have  no  doubt  is  very 
*  often  referred  to  and  consulted  as  well  by  persons  who  [*  626] 
contemplate  their  own  deatlis  as  by  others  in  reference  to 
those  who  have  died.  Next,  it  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  a  decree  because  he  has  not  brought  himself  within 
the  section  of  the  Act  which  refers  to  authors  and  their  assignees  ; 
but  I  think  tlie  words  of  tlie  section  are  wide  enough  to  embrace 
the  case  of  a  person  employing  another  person,  and  remunerating 
that  person  for  the  work  done.  The  person  remunerated  has  no 
claim  to  the  copyright,  but  it  is  the  property  of  the  person  who 
remunerates  him,  and  in  this  Court  the  person  who  remunerates 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  equitable  assignee,  and  the  publisher 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  It  was  also  contended  that  this 
work  is  not  entitled  to  any  protection  having  regard  to  its  character, 
—  that  it  is,  in  fact,  a  mere  advertisement,  and  that  an  advertise- 
ment is  not,  on  the  authority  of  Cohhctt  v.  Woodward,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  ■ 
407 ;  41  L.  J.  Ch.  656,  entitled  to  protection.  The  decision  in  that 
case  turned  entirely  upon  the  circumstances  which  existed  in  it ; 
it  was  a  catalogue  of  articles  which  were  being  offered  for  sale. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  the  case  of  Rotten  v.  Arthur,  1  H.  &  M. 


90  COPYltlGHT. 


No.  3. —  Grace  v.  Newman,  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  626.  —Notes. 


G03  ;  32  L.  J.  Ch.  771,  was  lueiitioned  to  the  Masteu  of  the  Rolls, 
and  whether,  if  it  had  been,  his  Lordship's  decision  would  have  been 
different  it  is  difficult  to  say  ;  but  certainly  it  was  decided  in 
Hotten  V.  Arthur  that  a  catalogue  may,  under  certain  circumstances, 
be  protected  by  injunction.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  been  right 
from  the  beginning,  and  the  defendant  has  been  wrong.  The 
plaintiff  was,  in  my  opinion,  right  in  filing  this  bill,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  wrong  in  resisting  it,  therefore  there  must  be  an 
injunction  as  asked  for,  and  the  defendant  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  decision  in  the  principal  case  is  supported  by  the  earlier  case  of 
Hatton  V.  Kean  (1860),  7  C.  B.  (X.  S.)  2()8,  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  20,  8  W. 
E.  7,  and  is  confirmed  by  Lainh  v.  Ecans  (C.  A.  1892),  1893,  1  Ch. 
218,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  404,  68  L.  T.  131,  41  W.  E.  405,  where  it  is  broadly 
laid  down  that  if  the  relation  of  mastei-  and  servant,  or  of  principal  and 
agent,  exists  between  the  contributor  and  the  publisher,  the  absolute 
property  in  the  manuscri[)t  and  the  sole  copyright  belongs  to  the  mas- 
ter or  principal,  wlio  is  entitled  to  restrain  by  injunction  any  user  to 
his  detriment,  by  the  servant  or  agent,  of  the  materials  acquired  or  col- 
lected. Another  example  of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  being 
established  between  an  author  and  a  publisher  is  afforded  by  the  case 
of  Ward  V.  Beeton  (1874),  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  207,  23  W.  R.  533.  But 
employment  as  a  servant  is  essential,  and  a  mere  commission  to  an 
author  to  write  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule. 
Shepherd  v.  Conquest  (1856),  17  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  427,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  127; 
Levy  V.  Rutley  (1872),  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  523,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  244,  24  L. 
T.  621,  19  W.R.  976. 

Photographs,  however  (under  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  68),  stand  on  a  differ- 
ent footing,  and  unless  tlic  employer  takes  some  part  in  the  production 
of  the  negative,  he  appears  to  be  under  insuperable  difticulties  in  main- 
taining copyriglit  therein,  Notfaye  v.  Jackson  (C.  A.  1883),  11  Q.  B. 
D.  627,  52  L.  J.  Q.  I^.  760,  49  L.  T.  339,  32  W.  R.  106.  For  he  is 
not  the  "author  "  within  tlie  meaning  of  tlie  Act;  and  an  "assignee  " 
is  not  (by  s.  1)  entitled  to  any  co])yright  imless  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing has  been  made,  signed  by  the  person  disposing  of  it.  Moreover  (by 
s.  4),  no  action  is  sustainable  in  respect  of  anything  done  before  regis- 
tration; and  the  registration  requires  a  statement  of  the  name  and  place 
of  abode  of  the  author,  and  a  memorandum  of  the  assignment  (if  any). 
On  the  question  who  is  the  "autlior"  of  a  jdiotograph,  see  also  MelcUle 
V.  Mirror  of  Life  Co.,  Kekewich,  J.,  1895,  2  Cli.  531. 
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The  proi)netor  of  a  periodical  work,  published  from  time  to  time  iu 
separate  volumes  or  parts,  enjoys  a  limited  copyright  under  the  Copy- 
right Act  1842  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45),  s.  18.  This  .section  permits  the 
])roprietor  to  stipulate,  in  respect  oi  contributions  for  which  he  pays, 
for  a  copyright  in  the  articles  published;  but  this  right  is  subject  to  a 
proviso  which  permits  a  contributor  to  reserve  to  himself  the  right  of 
publishing  his  contribution  in  a  separate  form.  In  Sweet  v.  Bemibuj 
(1855),  16  C.  B.  459,  24  L.  J.  C.  P.  175,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
decided  that  in  an  action  against  the  pirate  it  was  sufficient  for  the 
proprietor  to  show  employment  and  payment,  and  that  he  need  not 
prove  that  he  expressly  stipulated  that  he  should  acquire  the  copyright. 
This  reading  of  the  section  has  been  approved  in  Lamb  v.  Evans  (C. 
A.  1892),  1893,  1  Ch.  218,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  404,  68  L.  T.  131,  41  W.  R. 
405.  The  contrary  opinion  expressed  in  Walter  v.  Hoire  (1881),  17 
Ch.  D.  708,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  553,  44  L.  T.  727,  29  W.  R.  776,  cannot  now 
be  supported.  The  paymeut  contemplated  by  the  section  is  pa^'uient 
down,  but  the  action  may  be  maintained  if  the  stipulated  remuner- 
ation was  paid  before  action  brought.  Richanlson  v.  Gilbert  (1851), 
1  Sim.  (iST.  S.)  336,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  553;  Street  v.  Bennin'j,  supra. 
Where  several  publishers  of  separate  publications  join  in  em[)lo3'ing 
one  person  to  contribute  an  article,  each  is  entitled,  as  against  any  per- 
son pirating  the  work,  to  the  copyright  under  the  Act.  Trade  Aiix- 
Ularii  Co.  V.  Middlesborough,  &e.  Assneiation  (C.  A.  1890),  42  Ch.  D. 
425,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  293,  60  L.  T.  681,  37  W.  R.  337.  The  author  of  a 
serial  story  who  has  not  contributed  the  articles  on  the  terms  that  the 
copyrigiit  should  belong  to  the  proprietor  of  the  serial  is  also  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  against  a  pirate,  although  he  has  not  published  the 
article  in  a  separate  form.  Johnson  v.  Geo.  Newnes,  Limited  (1894), 
1894,  3  Ch.  663,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  786,  71  L.  T.  230. 

The  respective  rights  of  author  and  publisher  apart  from  statute 
depend  on  the  terms  of  the  particular  contract.  Whei-e  an  author  fails 
to  complete  a  contract  to  supply  manuscript,  he  is  liable  in  damages, 
Gale  V.  Leckie  (1817),  2  Starkie,  107,  19  R.  R.  692  ;  but  there  is  per- 
haps no  right  of  action  against  his  personal  representatives.  See  x)er 
Bailey,  B.,  in  Marshall  v.  Broadharst  (1831),  1  Tyr.  349,  1  Cr.  &  J. 
402.  The  contract  is  put  an  end  to  by  the  bankruptcy  of  author  or 
publisher,  per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  in  Gibson  v.  Carntthers  (1841), 
8  M.  &  W.  343,  11  L.  J.  Exch.  at  p.  147,  citing  Sir  Walter  Scott's 
case.  In  Clarke  v.  Price  (1819),  2  Wils.  157,  18  R.  R.  159,  Lord 
Eldon  refused  to  specifically  perform  a  contract  to  report  cases  argued 
and  determined,  or  to  restrain  the  reporter  froin  permitting  reports 
written  by  him  to  be  published  by  any  other  person.  Where,  however, 
an  author  has  engaged  to  write  for  a  particular  person,  and  has  agreed 
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to  write  for  no  otl)er,  different  consideratioii.s  ari.se,  and  although  the 
author  cannot  be  compelled  to  write,  he  will  be  restrained  from  bi'eak- 
ing  tlie  negative  sti])ulations  of  tlie  agreement.  Morris  v.  Coleman 
(1812),  18  Ves.  487,  11  R.  R.  230^  The  Court  would  not  imply  thi.s 
negative  stipulation.  8ee  Warne  v.  Routledf/e  (1874),  L.  R.,  18  Eq. 
497,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  G04,  30  L.  T.  857,  22  W.  R.  750,  and  Whifwood 
Chemical  Co.  v.  Hardman  (C.  A.  1891),  1891,  2  Ch.  41G,  60  L.  J.  Ch. 
428,  64  L.  T.  716,  39  W.  R.  433.  And  see  Nos.  63  &  64  of  ' '  Contract, " 
6  R.  C.  p.  647,  and  notes,  p.  660.  The  benefit  of  an  agreement  to  write 
cannot,  without  the  author's  consent,  be  assigned,  where  there  is  a 
change  in  the  constitution  of  a  publishing  firm,  so  as  to  vest  in  the  new 
firm,  Stevens  v.  Benainy  (1855),  6  De  G.  M,  &  G.  223,  1  K.  &  J.  168, 
24  L.  J.  Ch.  153;  Hole  v.  Bradhanj  (1879),  12  Ch.  D.  886,  48  L.  J. 
Ch.  673,  41  L.  T.  153,  28  W.  R.  39.  It  is  a  question  of  construction 
whether  the  publisher  is  entitled  by  the  terms  of  contract  to  a  copy- 
right in.  a  book,  or  an  edition.  Street  v.  Cater  (1841),  11  Sim.  572; 
Reade  v.  Bentleij  (1857),  3  K.  &  J,  271;  second  action  between  same 
parties  (1858),  4  K.  &.  J.  656,  27  L.  J.  Ch  254;  Warne  v.  Bout- 
ledf/e  (1874),  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  497,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  604,  30  L.  T.  857,  22 
W.  R.  750;  and  an  author  having  agreed  with  a  publisher  to  publish 
on  royalties^  is  not.  in  the  absence  of  express  contract,  bound  not  to 
engage  another  to  bring  out  a  new  edition  before  the  copies  already- 
printed  have  been  disposed  of.  Warne  v.  Routledr/e,  sn])ra.  The  per- 
son for  whom  an  author  has  written  a  work  may  probably  make  any 
alterations  he  pleases;  see  Co.r  v.  Cox  (1853),  11  Hare,  118;  subject 
to  this  limitation,  that  an  author  may  maintain  an  action  for  damages 
in  respect  (»f  an  injury  done  to  his  reputation  by  an  inaccurate  edition 
of  his  work,  even  where  the  publisher  is  tlie  proprietor  of  the  copy- 
right, Archhold  V.  Smith  (1832),  1  j\I.  &  Rob.  162,  5  C.  &  P.  219; 
but  the  action  b(dng  in  effect  one  for  a  libel,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an 
injunction  until  he  has  submitted  his  case  to  a  jury.  Lre  v.  Gihhbigs 
(1892),  67  Tj.  T.  26.3.  l>ut  a  ])ublisher  cannot  by  merely  making 
alterations,  additions,  or  im])rovements,  wdiether  he  has  the  sanction 
of  the  author  or  not.  claim  to  be  recognized  as  joint  autlior  of  the 
work.  Ler,,  v.  Ruthij  (1871),  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  523,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  244, 
24  L.  T.  621, 19  W.  R.  976. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Tills  matter  depends  upon  agreement  express  or  implied.  The  mere  fa(!t 
of  the  ein)>loyment  does  not  vest  title  to  copyright  in  the  employer.  See  cases 
cited  supra,  p.  86,  in  respect  to  copyright  of  law  reporters.  So  one  who 
merely  engages  another  to  design  and  execute  a  work  of  art  for  liiiii  is  not 
ciitilli'd  to  roj)yriglit.      B'nnis  v.  Wotnlrujf,  1  Wasliiiinton  (T.  S.  V'wc.  Ct.),  48. 
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.So  where  the  owner  of  a  theatre  employs  an  autlior  to  write  a  play  for  hiin, 
for  a  share  of  the  receipts,  to  be  represented  as  long  as  it  should  di-aw. 
Houcicault  v.  Fox.  5  Blatchford,  87.  Same  principle,  Roberts  v.  Myers  (i'.  S. 
Circ.  Ct.  Mass.),  jj;^  Law  Reporter,  39tj.  So  where  an  arti.st  accompanied  a 
government  expedition  to  Japan  as  master's  mate,  with  the  understanding 
that  any  sketches  he  should  make  should  belong  to  the  government,  he  had 
no  copyright.     Heine  v.  Appleton,  4  Blatchford  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  125. 

If  annotations  to  a  law  treatise  are  furnished  gi-atuitously  for  a  new  edition, 
with  the  agreement  that  the  matter  should  afterwards  belong  to  the  annotator, 
this  will  control.  Lawrence  v.  Dana.  -4  Cliiford  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  1 ;  the  pres- 
ent doctrine  is  recognized  at  p.  66. 

If  the  employee  is  engaged  on  a  salaiy  with  an  agreement  on  an  under- 
standing that  his  work  shall  belong  to  the  employer,  the  latter  has  the  sole 
copyright.  Mackaye  v.  Mallory,  12  Federal  Eeporter,  328.  So  in  the  case  of 
a  law  reporter  thus  employed  by  the  State.  Little  v.  Gould,  2  Blatchford  (U.  S. 
Circ.  Ct.),  165.  And  a  contract  that  improvements  made  in  the  employer's 
machinery  by  an  employee  shall  belong  exclusively  to  the  employer  is  not 
an  invalid  restraint  of  trade.  Hulse  v.  Bonsack  M.  Co.,  65  Federal  Reporter, 
864. 

In  Atwill  V.  Ferrett,  2  Blatchford  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct  ),  39,  it  was  held  that  a 
person  cannot  appropriate  as  his  own.  by  copyright,  alterations  and  improve- 
ments made  in  a  musical  composition  by  another  at  his  procurement  and 
for  him.  The  Court  said :  "  The  counsel  for  the  plaintift"  insists  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  English  law  enables  a  man  to  secure  to  himself  as  his  own 
coniiwisition  whatever  he  has  had  prepared  for  him  by  the  labour  of  others." 
Citing  Cary  v.  Longman  and  others.  "  We  think,  however,  that  these  cases 
rest  upon  wholly  different  principles.  They  recognize  the  right  of  authorship 
though  the  materials  of  the  composition  were  procured  by  another,  and  also 
an  equitable  right  in  one  person  to  the  labours  of  another,  when  the  relations 
of  the  parties  are  such  that  the  former  is  entitled  to  an  assignment  of  the  pro- 
duction. But  to  constitute  one  an  author  he  nmst,  by  his  own  intellectual 
labour  applied  to  the  materials  of  his  composition,  produce  an  arrangement 
or  composition  new  in  itself.  And  the  rules  of  the  common  law  and  of  equity 
are  the  same  upon  this  subject."     Citing  Cary  v.  Longman. 

AVhere  A.  employed  B.  to  compile  a  school-book  and  agreed  to  pay  him 
S500  therefor,  and  B.  conveyed  to  A.  the  copyright,  it  was  held  that  only  the 
present  copji-ight  passed,  and  not  the  right  on  renewal.  Pierpont  v.  Fowle, 
2  Woodbury  &  :Minot  (  U.  S.  Cir.  Ct.),  23. 

In  the  latter  case,  A,  employed  B.  to  compile  a  school-book,  gave  him  some 
suggestions  as  to  its  character  and  form,  and  agreed  to  pay  him  !ft500 ;  B. 
conveyed  the  copp-ight  to  A.,  and  it  was  published  wdth  B.'s  name  as  author 
on  the  title-page.  Held,  that  only  the  first  term  of  copj-right  passed  to  A., 
and  B.  l)eing  alive  at  the  end  of  the  fourteen  years,  was  entitled  to  the  renewal 
term  of  the  copyright.  But  in  Paige  v.  Banks,  13  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.), 
608,  where  there  was  an  assignment  of  copyright  to  the  defendants  and  their 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  it  was  held  that  the  copyi'ight  in  the  additional 
term  passed. 
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In  respect  to  enyiaAings,  copviiglit  is  only  in  one  wlio  invents,  designs,  aiul 
engraves,  or  from  liis  own  works  and  inventions  causes  to  be  designed  and 
engraved,  etc. ;  and  so  one  who  merely  employs  and  pays  artists  who  ilesign 
and  engrave  the  work  can  have  no  copyright  iu  it.  Biiins  v.  Woodruff., 
4  Washington  (U.  S.  Cii'c.  Ct.),  48.  See  Drone  ou  Copyright,  citing  the  prin- 
cipal case. 


No.  4.  —  CASE   OF   Dr.   HAWKESWORTH'S   VOYAGES. 

(HAWKESWORTH  v.  NEWBERRY.) 
(1774.) 

No.  5.  —  GYLES  v.  WILCOX. 

(1740.) 

RULE. 

A  TRUE  and  proper  abridgment,  being  the  result  of 
intelligent  labour  and  literary  skill,  condensing  into  a 
small  compass  the  substance  of  a  comparatively  large 
work  by  retrenching  unnecessarx'  and  uninteresting  cir- 
cumstances, and  convevino"  the  sense  in  fresh  lano-uaofc, 
is  a  new  and  meritorious  work,  and  does  not  infringe 
the  copyriglit  of  the  larger  work. 

But  a  colourable  abridgment  which  is  a  work  of  scis- 
sors and  paste  rather  than  of  intelligent  labour  and  literary 
skill,  is  an  infringement  of  copyright. 

Case  of  Dr.  Hawkesworths  Voyages.' 
(Hawkesworth  v.  Newberry.) 

Lofft.  77.')-776. 
Cnpyriqht.  —  Ahridf/jnrrif. —  Injunction  refuxpd. 

[775]       On  a   Inll   praying  an  injunction  against  an  edition  by 
Mr.   Newberry  of   an    aliridgniont    of   Dr.    Hawkesworth's 
Voyages, 

Tlie  LoKi)  CiiANrELLoH  (Ai'SLEy)  was  of  opinion  tliat  this  abridg- 
ment of  the  work  was  not  any  violation  of  the  author's  property 
wliereon  to  ground  an  injunction. 

'   licfnrc  I.unl  Chaiiccllor  Ai-si,i;v,  assisted  hy  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone. 
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That  to  constitute  a  true  and  proper  abridgment  of  a  work  the 
whole  must  be  preserved  in  its  sense.  And  then  the  act  of  abridg- 
ment is  an  act  of  understanding,  employed  in  carrying  a  large  work 
into  a  smaller  compass,  and  rendering  it  less  expensive,  and  more 
convenient  both  to  the  time  and  use  of  the  reader,  which  made  an 
abridgment  in  the  nature  of  a  new  and  a  meritorious  work. 

That  this  had  been  done  by  Mr.  Xewberry,  whose  edition  might 
be  read  in  the  fourth  part  of  the  time,  and  all  the  substance  pre- 
served, and  conveyed  in  language  as  good  or  better  than  in  the 
original,  and  in  a  more  agreeable  and  useful  manner.  That  he  had 
consulted  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone,  whose  knowledge  and  skill  in 
his  profession  was  universally  known,  and  who  as  an  author  him- 
self had  done  honour  to  his  country. 

That  they  had  spent  some  hours  together,  and  were  agreed  that 
an  abridgment,  where  the  understanding  is  employed  in  retrench- 
ing unnecessary  and  uninteresting  circumstances,  which  rather 
deaden  the  narration,  is  not  an  act  of  plagiarism  upon  the  original 
work,  nor  against  any  property  of  the  author  in  it,  but  an  allowable 
and  meritorious  work  ;  and  that  this  abridgment  of  Mr.  Newberry's 
falls  within  these  reasons  and  descriptions. 

Therefore  the  bill  praying  an  injunction  ought  to  be  [776] 
dismissed.  Bill  dismissed. 

Gyles  V.  Wilcox. 

2  Atk.  Ul-144. 

Copyright.  —  Colourable  Abridgment. 

An  abridgment  fairly  made  is  a  new  book,  because  tlie  judgment  of  the 
author  is  shown  in  it.  But  the  case  is  different  where  there  is  a  servile  copy 
under  colour  of  an  abridgment.  Where  it  appears  on  a  prima  facie  view  to 
be  colourable,  a  judgment  as  to  the  character  requires  both  books  to  be  read 
over,  and  the  case  is  proper  to  be  referred  to  an  expert. 

A  bill  was  brought  by  Fletcher  Gyles,  bookseller,  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  the  printing  of  a  book  in  octavo,  entitled  Modern 
Crown  Law,  it  being  suggested  by  the  bill  to  be  colourable  only, 
and  in  fact  borrowed  verbatim  from  Sir  Matthew  Hale's  Pleas  of 
the  Crown,  only  some  old  statutes  have  been  left  out  which  are 
now  repealed ;  and  in  this  new  work  all  the  Latin  and  French 
quotations  in  the  Historia  Placitorum  Corona;  are  translated  into 
English  ;  and  for  this  reason  it  is  insisted  the  defendant  is  within 
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the  letter  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  made  in  the  8th  year  of  Queen 

Anne,  c.  19,  entitled  an  Act  for  encouragement  of  learning, 

[14"J]    by  vesting  the  copies  of  printed  books  in  the  authors,  or 

purchasers  of    such    copies,  -during    the    term  of    fourteen 

years.^ 

Section  1.  "From  and  after  the  tenth  day  of  Ajail,  1710,  the 
-author  of  any  book  or  books  already  printed,  who  hath  not  trans- 
ferred to  any  other  the  copy  or  copies  of  such  book  or  books,  share 
or  shares  thereof,  or  the  bookseller  or  booksellers,  printer  or  print- 
ers, or  other  person  or  persons,  who  shall  or  have  purchased  or 
acquired  the  copy  or  copies  of  any  book  or  books,  in  order  to  print 
or  re-print  the  same,  shall  have  the  sole  right  or  liberty  of  printing 
such  book  and  books  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  com- 
mence from  the  said  tenth  day  of  April,  and  no  longer,  and  that 
the  author  of  any  book  or  books  already  composed  and  not  printed 
and  published,  or  that  hereafter  shall  be  composed,  and  his  assignee 
or  assigns,  shall  have  the  sole  liberty  of  printing  and  re-printing 
such  book  and  books  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  to  commence 
from  the  day  of  first  publishing  the  same,  and  no  longer ;  and  that 
if  any  other  bookseller,  printer,  or  other. person  whatsoever,  from 
and  after  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1710,  within  the  times  limited  by 
this  Act  as  aforesaid,  shall  print,  reprint,  or  import,  or  cause  to  be 
printed,  reprinted,  or  imported,  any  such  book  or  books,  without 
the  consent  of  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  thereof  first  had  and 
obtained  in  writing,  signed  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  or  knowing  the  same  to  be  so  printed,  or  reprinted,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  proprietors,  shall  sell,  publish,  or  expose  to 
sale  or  cause  to  be  sold,  published,  or  exposed  to  sale,  any  such 
book  or  books,  without  such  consent  first  had  and  obtained  as 
aforesaid,  then  such  offender  or  offenders  shall  forfeit  such  books, 
and  all  and  every  sheet  and  sheets  being  part  of  such  book  and 
books,  to  the  proprietor  or  proprietc^rs  of  the  copy  thereof,  who 
shall  forthwith  damask  and  make  waste  paper  of  them  :  and  further, 
that  every  such  offender  of  offenders  shall  forfeit  one  penny  for 
every  such  sheet  which  shall  be  found  in  his  or  their  custody, 
either  printed  or  printing,  published  or  exposed  to  sale,  contrary  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  Act,  the  one  moiety  thereof  to 

1  With  respect  to  this  Act,  see  the  case     See  also  Pope  v.  Curl,  2  Atk.  342;  Carnman 
of  Millar  V.  Tai/lur,  very  fully  reported  iu     v.  Bowles,  2  Bro.  C.  C  80. 
4  Burr.  2303,  and  the  cases  cited  therein. 
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the  Queen,  her  heirs,  and  successors,  and  the  other  moiety  thereof 
to  any  other  person  or  persons  that  shall  sue  for  the  same,  to  be 
recovered  by  action  of  debt,  bill,  plaint,  or  information." 

Mr.  Browning,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  the  case  of  Read  v. 
Hodges  before  Lord  Hardwicke  as  a  case  in  point ;  that  was  an 
attempt  to  prejudice  the  author  of  the  life  of  Czar  Peter  the 
Great,  by  publishing  it  in  one  volume,  which  was  word  for  [143] 
word  the  same  with  Motley's,  only  several  pages  left  out 
together  which  had  appeared  in  the  three  volumes. 

Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  :  — 

The  case  of  Read  v.  Hodges  was  upon  a  motion  only,  and  at  that 
time  I  gave  my  thoughts  without  much  consideration,  and  there- 
fore shall  not  lay  any  great  weight  upon  it. 

As  to  what  has  been  said  by  Mr.  Attorney-General,  of  the  acts 
being  a  monopoly,  and  therefore  ought  to  receive  strict  construction, 
I  am  quite  of  a  different  opinion,  and  that  it  ought  to  receive  a 
lil)eral  construction,  for  it  is  very  far  from  being  a  monopoly,  as  it 
is  intended  to  secure  the  property  of  books  in  the  authors  them- 
selves, or  the  purchasers  of  the  copy,  as  some  recompense  for  their 
pains  and  labour  in  such  works  as  may  be  of  use  to  the  learned  world. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  book  of  the  New  Crown  Law, 
which  the  defendant  has  published,  is  the  same  witli  Sir  Matthew 
Hale's  Histor.  Placit.  Corona%  the  copy  of  v/hich  is  now  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff. 

Where  books  are  colourably  shortened  only,  they  are  undoubtedly 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  are  a  mere  eva- 
sion of  the  statute,  and  cannot  be  called  an  abridgment. 

But  this  must  not  be  carried  so  far  as  to  restrain  persons  from 
making  a  real  and  fair  abridgment,  for  abridgments  may  with 
great  propriety  be  called  a  new  book,  because  not  only  the  paper 
and  print,  but  the  invention,  learning,  and  judgment  of  the 
author  is  shown  in  them,  and  in  many  cases  are  extremely 
useful,  though  in  some  instances  prejudicial,  by  mistaking  and 
curtailing  the  sense  of  an  author.  Bell  v.  Walker  and  Dehrett, 
1  Bro.  C.  C.  451. 

\i  I  should  extend  the  rule  so  far  as  to  restrain  all  abridgments, 
it  would  be  of  mischievous  consequence,  for  the  books  of  the 
learned,  les  Journels  des  Scavans,  and  several  others  that  might  be 
mentioned,  would  be  brought  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act  of 
Parliament. 
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In  the  present  case  it  is  merely  colourable,  some  words  out  of 
the  Historia  Placitorum  Corome  are  left  out  only,  and  translations 
given  instead  of  the  Latin  and  French  quotations  that  are  dispersed 
through  Sir  Matthew  Hale's  works ;  yet  not  so  flagrant  as  the  case 
of  Bead  v.  Hodges,  for  there  they  left  out  whole  pages  at  a 
[144]  time ;  but  I  shall  not  be  able  to  determine  this  properly 
unless  both  books  were  read  over,  and  the  case  fairly  stated 
between  the  parties. 

Mr.  Attorney-General  has  said  I  may  send  it  to  law  to  be  deter- 
mined by  a  jury ;  but  how  can  this  possibly  be  done  ?  Tt  would 
be  absurd  for  the  Chief  Justice  to  sit  and  hear  both  books  read 
over,  which  is  absolutely  necessary,  to  judge  between  them, 
whether  the  one  is  only  a  copy  from  the  other. 

The  Court  is  not  under  an  indispensable  obligation  to  send  all 
facts  to  a  jury,  but  may  refer  them  to  a  Master,  to  state  them  where 
it  is  a  question  of  nicety  and  ditiiculty,  and  more  tit  for  men  of 
learning  to  inquire  into,  than  a  common  jury. 

This  I  think  is  one  of  those  cases  where  it  would  be  much  better 
for  the  parties  to  tix  upon  two  persons  of  learning  and  abilities  in 
the  profession  of  the  law,  who  would  accurately  and  carefully  com- 
pare them,  and  report  their  opinion  to  the  Court. 

The  House" of  Lords  very  often,  in  matters  of  account  which  are 
extremely  perplexed  and  intricate,  refer  it  to  two  merchants  named 
by  the  parties,  to  consider  the  case,  and  report  their  opinions  upon 
it,  rather  than  leave  it  to  a  jury ;  and  I  should  think  a  reference 
of  the  same  kind  in  some  measure  would  be  the  properest  method 
in  the  present  case. 

The  case  was  accordingly  referred  to  an  award. 

Keg.  Lib.  A.      1740,  fol.  274. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

A.S  a  typical  example  of  a  true  abridgmont  l)aving  all  the  characters 
suggested  in  the  above  judgment,  may  bo  cited  Lamb's  Tales  from 
Shakespeare. 

The  adaptation  of  a  novel  for  the  purpose  of  stage  representations 
lias  involved  tlie  consideration  of  the  question,  how  far  a  legitimate  use 
lias  been  made  of  a  co))yright  work.  One  of  the  latest  cases  on  the 
subject  is  Woriip  &  Co.  v.  Spphohm.  (1888).  ."^O  Cli.  D.  78.  57  L.  J.  Ch. 
fi89.  58  L.  T.  928,  86  W.  R.  080.  Tlie  defendant  in  tliat  case,  instead 
of  conijxising  Ids  own  dialogue,  extracted  passages  rerhotim,  from  the 
novel.      It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant  could   not  be  directly  re- 
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strained  from  representing  the  play  upon  the  .stage;  but  the  circulation 
for  the  purpose  of  .stage  representation  of  copies  of  the  work  so  adapted 
was  held  to  be  an  infringement  of  the  copyright,  and  was  restrained  by 
injunction.  Sweet  v.  Benniug  (1855),  16  C.  B.  459,  24  L.  J.  C.  P. 
175,  1  Jur.  (X.  S.)  43,  was  a  case  in  which  the  defendants  publi-shed  a 
monthly  digest  of  cases  determined  in  the  Courts,  which  digest  con- 
sisted of  a  reprint  of  the  head-notes  or  marginal  notes  copied  from  the 
reports  at  large,  and  amongst  others,  from  The  Jurist,  the  property  of 
the  plaintiffs.  The  production  of  the  defendant's  work  involved  some 
labour,  as  the  head  or  marginal  notes  were  grouped  under  appropriate 
heads;  but  as  the  author  had  not  himself  made  an  abridgment  from 
the  reports  at  large,  but  had  availed  himself  entirely  of  the  labour  of 
others,  it  was  held  to  be  an  infringement. 

Where  there  has  been  a  copying  it  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  the 
copying  is   ''  material  and  substantial."      Chatterton  v.   Cave  (H.   L. 
1878),  3  App.  Cas.  483,  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  545,  38  L.  T.  397,  26  W.  R.* 
498.     The  following  passages  from  the  speeches  of  the  Law  Lords  are 
noteworthy :  — 

"Books  are  published  with  an  expectation,  if  not  a  desire,  that  they 
will  be  criticised  in  reviews,  and  if  deemed  valuable,  that  parts  of  them 
will  be  used  as  affording  illustrations  by  way  of  quotation,  or  the  like; 
and  if  the  quantity  taken  be  neither  substantial  nor  material,  if,  as  it 
has  been  expressed  by  some  Judges,  '  a  fair  use '  only  be  made  of  the 
publication,  no  wrong  is  done,  and  no  action  can  be  brought.  It  is 
not,  perhaps,  exactly  the  same  with  dramatic  performances.  They  are 
not  intended  to  be  repeated  by  others,  or  to  be  used  in  such  a  way  as  a 
Ijook  may  be  used,  but  still  the  principle  de  minimis  noii  curat  lex  ap- 
plies to  a  supposed  wrong  in  taking  a  part  of  dramatic  works,  ai?  well 
as  in  reproducing  a  part  of  a  book."     {Per  Lord  Hathkrley.) 

"  I  shall  not  trouble  your  Lordships  by  discussing  in  detail  the 
many  authorities  which  have  been  cited  as  to  the  interpretation  to  be 
put  upon  the  Acts  which  regulate  copyright  in  books.  They  seem  one 
and  all  to  assume,  or  to  affirm  expressly,  that  to  render  a  writer  liable 
for  literary  piracy  he  must  be  shown  to  have  taken  a  material  portion 
of  the  publication  of  another;  the  question  as  to  its  materiality  being 
left  to  be  decided  b\^  the  consideration  of  its  quantity  and  value,  which 
must  vary  indefinitely  in  various  circumstances.  As  Lord  Chancellor 
CoTTENHAM  said  in  Bramivell  v.  Halcomh  (1836),  3  My.  &  Cr.  377: 
'  It  is  useless  to  refer  to  any  particular  cases  as  to  quantity.'  The  quan- 
tity taken  may  be  great  or  small,  but  if  it  comprise  a  material  portion 
of  the  book,  it  is  taken  illegally.  The  question  is  as  to  the  substance 
of  the  thing,  and  if  there  be  no  abstraction  of  that  which  may  be  sub- 
stantially appreciated,  no  penalty  is  incurred.  .  .  . 


100  COPYRIGHT. 


No8.  4,  5.  —  Hawkesworth  v.  Newberry  ;  Gyles  v.  Wilcox.  —  Notes. 

"The  question  in  every  case  must  be  a  question  of  fact;  and  a  jury 
cannot  be  constrained  to  find  every  infinitesimal  taking  to  be  the 
taking  of  a  part  of  a  dramatic  production  witliin  tlie  purview  of  the 
statute.  'Part,'  as  was  observed,  is  not  necessarily  the  same  as  '  ]>ar- 
ticle,'  and  there  may  be  a  taking  so  minute  in  its  extent  and  so 
trifling  in  its  nature  as  not  to  incur  the  statutal>h'  liability."'  {Per 
Lord  0' Hag  AX.) 

One  illustration  from  a  book  of  designs  has  been  held  to  be  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  a  copyright  work.  In  re  Cooper,  Cooper  v.  Stejiheyis, 
1895,  1  Ch.  567,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  403,  72  L.  T.  390,  43  W.  R.  444. 

The  often-quoted  judgment  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Wdkins  v.  Aikln 
(1810),  17  Ves.  422,  11  R.  R.  118,  although  only  delivered  on  an  ap- 
j»lication  for  an  interlocutory  injunction,  contains  a  useful,  if  not 
exhaustive,  summarj'  of  what  is  a  fair  use  of  another  work  by  (juotafion 
or  comj)ilation.  The  incriminated  work  was  a  book  on  ai'chitecture, 
and  was  admitted  to  contain  re[)roductions  from  drawings  contained  in 
the  plaintiff's  work,  but  it  was  alleged  that  there  had  been  no  actual 
ciqning  from  the  plaintiff's  plates,  although  the  measurement  given 
by  the  plaintiff  in  the  text  of  his  wcn'k  had  been  adoi)ted.  "  U]»on  in- 
spection of  the  different  works,"  said  the  Lord  Chaxc?:llor,  "I 
observe  a  considerable  proportion  taken  fi"om  the  plaintiff's  that  is  ac- 
knowledged, but  also  much  that  is  not;  and  in  determining  whether  the 
former  is  within  the  doctrine  upon  this  subject,  the  case  must  be  con- 
sidered as  also  presenting  the  latter  circumstance.  The  question  upon 
the  whole  is,  whether  this  is  a  legitimate  use  of  the  plaintiff's  publica- 
tion in  the  fair  exercise  of  a  mental  o^teration,  deserving  the  character 
of  an  original  work." 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  general  rule  here  may  be  said  to  be  that  an  abridgment  may  becopy- 
rigbted  when  it  does  not  consist  merely  in  omitting  some  parts  and  copying 
others,  but  is  a  real  and  substantial  condensation,  with  intellectual  labour 
and  judgment  bestowed  thereon.  Story,  J.,  says  in  Gray  v.  Jiusxell,  1  Story 
(r.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  19  :  "The  question  in  such  a  case  must  be  compounded  of 
various  considerations  ;  whether  it  be  a  bond  Jide  abridgment,  or  only  an 
evasion  by  the  omission  of  some  unimportant  parts  ;  wlietlier  it  will,  in  its 
l>i'esent  form,  prejudice  or  supersede  the  original  work  ;  whether  it  will  be 
adapted  to  the  same  cla.ss  of  readers  ;  and  many  other  considerations  of  tlie 
same  .sort,  which  may  enter  as  elements  in  ascertaining  whotlior  there  has 
been  a  piracy  or  not.  Although  the  doctrine  is  often  laid  down  in  tlie  l)ooks 
tliat  an  abridgment  is  not  a  piracy  of  the  original  copyright,  yet  tliis  proposi- 
tion must  l)e  received  with  many  qualifications.  In  many  cases  the  question 
may  naturally  turn  upon  the  point  not  so  much  of  the  quantity  as  of  the 
value  of  the  .selected  materials.    As  was  significantly  said  on  another  occasion, 
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Non  numerantur,  ponderantur.  The  (^[uintessence  of  a  work  may  be  practically 
extracted,  so  as  to  have  a  mere  caput  morluvm,  by  a  selection  of  all  the  impoi- 
taiit  passages  in  a  comparatively  moderate  space."  See  also  Folsom  v.  Marsh, 
2  Story  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  lUO. 

This  doctrine  is  reiterated  in  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Clifford  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.), 
78,  79,  citing  the  principal  case,  and  pronouncing  it  "  one  of  the  most  difficult 
questions  which  can  well  arise  for  judicial  consideration,"  and  it  was  held 
that  a  reprint  of  the  text  of  Wheaton's  "  International  Law,"  with  notes  by  a 
new  editor,  is  not  an  abridgment  in  any  sense.  "  Copying  is  not  confined  to 
literal  repetition,  but  includes  also  the  various  modes  in  which  the  matter  of 
any  publication  may  be  adopted,  imitated,  or  transferred,  with  more  or  less 
colourable  alterations  to  disguise  the  source  from  which  the  material  was 
derived  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  whole  or  even  the  larger  portion  of  the 
work  should  be  taken,  in  order  to  constitute  an  invasion  of  a  copyright." 

If  the  leading  design  truly  is  to  abridge  a  work  and  cheapen  the  price,  and 
this  by  mental  labour  is  faithfully  done,  it  is  protected.  Webb  v.  Powers, 
2  Woodbury  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  512. 

A  fair  abridgment,  though  it  may  injure  the  sale  of  the  original,  is  not 
for  that  reason  objectionable.      Folsom  v.  Marsh,  supra. 

In  Story's  Exrs  v.  'Holcoinbe,  4  McLean  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.).  306,  an  abridg- 
ment of  the  celebrated  tt'eatise  on  "  Equity  Jurisprudence  "  came  in  question, 
and  it  was  sustained  in  part,  but  held  an  infringement  as  to  certain  parts 
which  copied  Story's  language.  The  Court  cited  Gijles  v.  Wilcox,  and  ob- 
served: "A  fair  abridgment  of  any  book  is  considered  a  new  work,  as  to 
write  it  requires  labour  and  exercise  of  judgment.  It  is  only  new  in  the  sense 
that  the  view  of  the  author  is  given  in  a  condensed  form.  Such  a  work  must 
not  only  contain  the  arrangement  of  the  l>ook  abridged,  but  the  ideas  must 
be  taken  from  its  pages.  It  must  be  in  good  faith  an  abridgment,  and  not  a 
treatise  interlarded  with  citations.  To  copy  certain  passages  from  a  book, 
omitting  others,  is  in  no  just  sense  an  abridgment  of  it.  It  makes  the  work 
shorter,  but  it  does  not  abridge  it.  The  judgment  is  not  exercised  in  con- 
densing the  views  of  the  author.  His  language  is  copied,  not  condensed ;  and 
the  views  of  the  writer,  in  this  mode,  can  be  but  partially  given.  To  abridge 
is  to  preserve  the  substance,  the  essence  of  the  work,  in  language  suited  to 
such  a  purpose."  "In  a  book  of  reports,  like  'Bacon's  Abridgment,'  the 
language  of  the  Court  is  necessarily  adopted  often  to  show  the  principle  of 
the  decision.  But  the  same  necessity  does  not  exist,  and  the  same  license 
cannot  be  exercised  in  abridging  an  elementary  work." 

In  Farmer  v.  Elstner,  33  Federal  Reporter,  494,  complainant  was  author  of 
a  book  of  1024  pages,  entitled  "  A  History  of  Detroit  and  Michigan,  or  the 
Metropolis  Illustrated."  Defendant  published  a  pamphlet  of  274  pages,  entitled 
"  The  Industries  of  Detroit,"  the  first  seventy  pages  being  mainly  historical, 
and  containing  about  100  short  extracts  from  complainant's  book,  and  the 
remainder  consisting  only  of  advertisements.  An  injunction  was  issued 
against  the  publication  of  the  first  eleven  pages  of  the  pamphlet,  which  con- 
tained practically  all  that  were  original  with  the  complainant. 
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No.  6.  — KELLY  V.  MORRIS. 
(CH.  186G.) 

No.  7.  — PIKE  v.  NICHOLAS. 
(CH.  APP.   1870.) 

RULE. 

The  compiler  of  a  work  containing  information  derived 
from  sources  common  to  all,  is  not  entitled  to  spare  him- 
self the  labour  and  expense  of  original  inquiry  by  adopting 
and  republishing  the  information  contained  in  a  previous 
copj'right  work  on  the  same  subject.  He  must  obtain  and 
work  out  the  information  independently  for  himself.  But 
he  may  use  the  previous  copyright  work  as  a  guide  to  the 
older  works  on  the  subject,  and  he  may  cite  from  such 
older  works  passages  already  cited  in  the  copyright  work. 
And  he  may  use  the  copyright  work  for  the  purpose  of 
verifying  the  correctness  of  his  own  results. 

Kelly  V.  Morris. 

L.  R.,  1  Eq.  697-70.3  (s.  c.  .35  L.  J.  Ch.  423  ;    U  L.  T.  222  ;    14  W.  R.  496). 

Copyright.  —  Directory.  —  Injunction. 

[697]  The  compiler  of  a  directory  or  guide-book,  containing  information 
derived  from  sources  common  to  all,  which  must  of  necessity  be  identi- 
cal in  all  cases  if  correctly  given,  is  not  entitled  to  spare  himself  the  laboui-  and 
expense  of  original  inciuiry  by  adopting  and  re-publishing  the  information 
contained  in  previous  works  on  the  same  subject.  The  defendant  made  out 
a  list  of  residents  and  addresses  by  using  cuttings  from  the  plaintiff's  Direc- 
tory, and  then  sent  out  canvassers  to  verify  or  correct  the  information  so  fur- 
nished. Held,  that  this  was  an  improper  use  of  the  plaintiff's  work ;  and  that, 
a  canvasser  having  neglected  his  instructions  with  the  result  that  errors  in  the 
plaintiff's  book  were  copied  in  the  defendant'.s,  this  was  the  natural  conse- 
quence of  the  defendant's  method  of  proceeding,  and  an  injunction  was 
granted. 

Tliis  was  a  motion  on  belialf  of  the  ])laiiitirf,  who  i,>^  the  owner 
and  publisher  of  the  "  Post-ofltice  London  Directory,"  for  an 
injuncti(jn  to  restrain  the  publication  of  the  "  Imperial  Directory 
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of  London,"  1866,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  mere  piracy  of  the 
plaintiff's  work. 

The  "  Post-otiice  London  Directory  "  was  originated  by  an 
inspector  of  letter-carriers  in  the  General  Post-office  named 
Critchett,  and  the  copyright  of  the  work  was  purchased  by  the 
plaintiff  in  1836  from  Critchett 's  representatives.  Since  that 
time  the  plaintiff  has  brought  out  a  new  edition  every  year, 
making  considerable  alterations  and  improvements  both  in  the 
contents  and  in  their  arrangement,  the  work  as  it  stands  at 
present  containing  twelve  divisions  or  directories,  and,  exclusively 
of  advertisements,  2483  pages,  indexed  externally  in  a  manner 
invented  for  the  plaintiff,  and  first  used  by  him  in  his  directory. 
The  defendant,  who  is  a  publisher  in  Moorgate  Street  Buildings, 
E.  C. ,  commenced,  in  1862,  the  publication  of  a  "  Busi- 
ness Directory, "  containing  the  *  names  and  addresses  of  [*  698] 
persons  in  trade  and  business  only.  In  January  of  the 
present  year  he  published  a  bulky  volume  called  "  The  Imperial 
Directory  of  London,"  adding  various  sections,  such  as  "court," 
"street,"  "conveyance,"  "banking,"  "official,"  "postal,"  etc., 
making  in  all  fourteen  subdivisions  of  the  work.  The  case  made 
by  the  bill  was,  that  this  work  was  a  mere  piracy  of  the  plain- 
tiff's directory  of  1865,  both  in  the  general  plan  and  design,  and 
also  in  the  details.  Numerous  instances  were  adduced  in  which 
errors  contained  in  the  plaintift''s  directory  of  1865  were  repro- 
duced in  the  defendant's  work,  and  also  cases  in  which,  where 
changes  had  occurred  in  the  names  of  streets,  or  the  occupants  of 
particular  houses  had  died  or  removed  since  January,  1865,  the 
information  given  in  the  plaintiff's  directory  for  1865  had  been 
adopted  by  the  defendant  without  the  necessary  correction. 

The  defendant  had  filed  a  lung  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the 
motion,  in  which,  after  stating  the  publication  by  him  of  his 
"  Business  Directory"  for  the  first  time  in  1862,  he  explained  the 
way  in  which  he  hatl  obtained  the  information  published  in  that 
work  as  follows  :  After  cutting  a  map  of  London  into  about  sixty 
divisions,  he  gave  a  separate  division  to  each  canvasser,  directing 
him  to  call  upon  every  person,  and  report  on  separate  printed 
forms  the  name,  trade,  and  address  of  every  person  carrying  on 
business  in  the  particular  district,  and  where  the  canvasser  could 
not  see  the  occupier  of  the  premises,  then  he  was  to  take  the 
name  from   any   signboard,   brass-plate,   business-card,    or   other 
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available  source  of  information.  In  this  way  the  defendant  was 
enabled  to  publish  the  names  of  about  100,000  peisons  in  trade 
or  business.  The  "  Business  Directory  "  was  again  published  in 
1863  and  1864  at  a  considerable  loss  on  the  tirst  two  editions, 
but  with  a  slight  profit  on  the  third  (that  for  1865,  published  in 
1864).  This  small  profit,  as  the  defendant  stated,  encouraged 
him  to  extend  his  operations,  and  to  bring  out  the  "  Imperial 
Directory,"  which  should  comprise  street,  conveyance,  postal, 
and  other  sections,  after  the  model  of  "  Ilobson's  London  Directory 
for  1830."  In  obtaining  the  information  for  the  new  sections 
the  defendant  acted  upon  a  similar  principle  to  that  which  had 
guided  him  in  taking  the  names  of  persons  in  l)usiness  whom  liis 

canvassers  were  unable  to  see,  viz.,  he  took  such  infor- 
[*  699]  mation  from  any  source  "  where  the  *  persons  had  nuide  it 

public  at  their  own  expense  for  their  own  l)enefit. "  In 
the  case  of  private  residents  the  defendant  was  of  ojiinion  that 
their  names  belonged  to  themselves  alone  in  the  first  instance, 
and  that  a  person  living  in  a  })rivate  residence  had  a  right  to 
privacy  "  until  he  either  forfeited  it  for  the  consideration  of  pulj- 
licity,  or  gratuitously  gave  it  to  the  public  through  some  recog- 
nised medium  of  publicity. "  In  such  cases  the  defendant 
considered  that  "  the  name  belonged  to  the  public,  and  that  the 
publisher  merely  held  it  in  trust  for  a  purpose,  receiving  for  his 
trouble  any  benefit  he  could  make  of  the  information ;  but  that 
the  right  of  using  that  information  belonged  to  the  public  as 
soon  as  the  information  was  made  })ublic. "  Following  out  this 
theory,  any  person  might  go  round  witli  a  list  of  names  already 
published  and  ask  permission  to  render  the  work  of  publication 
more  complete  by  reproducing  it,  and  if  any  error  had  been  made 
in  the  first  publication,  it  rested  witli  the  original  owners  of  the 
names  to  point  out  the  error  when  sulimitted  to  tlieni  for  per- 
mission to  reproduce.  As,  however,  the  canvassers  were  seldom 
able  to  see  private  residents  to  show  tliem  the  printed  names,  tlie 
defendant  estimating  the  total  numl)er  of  people  wliose  nnnies 
appeared  in  the  several  directories  (including  that  of  the  plaintifi) 
at  40,000,  had  issued  48,000  circulars,  asking  tlie  residents  to 
fill  up  a  form  with  their  name  and  address  for  publication  in  the 
"  Imperial  Directory."  After  taking  the  tradesmen's  names  from 
his  own  "  Business  Directory  "  and  making  a  list  of  them, 
defendant  incorporated  into  that  list  all  tlie  names  to  be  found 
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ill  the  other  directories,  "  of  people  who  had  given  their  names 
for  public  use,"  and  directed  the  canvassers  to  go  round  with  the 
lists,  and  leave  one  of  the  48,000  forms  at  the  residence  of  each 
person  named,  calling  for  it  on  the  following  day,  and  when  it 
was  filled  up,  correcting  the  list  by  such  form  when  necessary. 

It  was  admitted  that  one  of  the  canvassers  (who  had  been 
since  discharged  by  the  defendant)  had  done  his  work  carelessly, 
and  had  not  taken  tlie  trouble  to  make  the  necessary  incj^uiries 
from  house  to  house,  so  that  most  of  the  errors  identical  with 
those  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  found  in  the  defendant's  directory, 
would  be  thus  accounted  for.  On  the  other  hand,  several  instances 
were  adduced  in  which  the  information  contained  in  the 
])laintiff's  *  directory  for  1865  had  been  corrected  and  [*  700] 
largely  supplemented  by  the  defendant  in  his  "  Imperial 
Directory. "  The  MS.  was  produced,  and  Messis.  Spottiswoode, 
tlie  printers,  had  made  an  affidavit  verifying  the  MS.  produced  as 
that  from  whieli  the  "  Imperial  Directory  "  was  printed,  and 
stating  that  from  tlie  variety  of  handwritings  the  work  of  printing 
was  very  difficult. 

Mr.    Eolt,  Q.    C. ,  and  Mr.    Speed,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support 
of  the  motion  :  — 

Upon  the  defendant's  own  showing  he  has  been  guilty  of  appro- 
priating the  information  contained  in  the  plaintiff's  directory, 
and  ol)taining  the  benefit  of  many  years  of  incessant  labour  and 
expense,  so  as  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  fruit  of  his  industry 
and  ability.  The  arrangement  of  the  streets,  the  external  index, 
and  many  other  peculiarities  invented  by  the  plaintiff,  have  all 
been  adopted  by  the  defendant :  while  the  re-publication,  without 
correction,  of  numerous  trifling  inaccuracies  in  the  spelling  of 
names,  in  initials  of  residents,  &c. ,  &c. ,  and  the  retention,  with- 
out alteration,  of  many  particulars  which  were  correct  in  Janu- 
ary, 1865,  but  from  changes  of  residence,  the  general  election, 
death,  &c. ,  are  no  longer  so,  show  conclusively  that  the  defendant 
has  made  a  servile  copy  and  blind  repetition  of  the  plaintiff's 
work,  without  giving  himself  the  trouble  of  bestowing  that 
amount  of  independent  time,  thought,  and  labour  upon  the 
subject-matter  open  to  common  observation  and  inquiry,  which  is 
necessary  in  order  to  avoid  the  imputation  of  piracy.  Lewis  v. 
Fidlarton,  2  Beav.  6 ;  8  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  291;  Bramwcll  v. 
Hakomh,  3  My.  &  Cr.   737;  Jarrold  y.  Houlstun,  3  K.  &  J.  708; 
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S2)iersv.  Brown,  6  W.  K.  352;  Hottcii  v.  Arthur,  1  H.  &  M.  603; 
32  L.  J.  Ch.  771. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C. ,  and  Mr.  RenshaAv,  for  the  defendant,  con- 
tended that  there  had  been  no  unfair  or  improper  use  of  the 
plaintiti's  work.  Information  which  was  given  in  any  directory 
for  1865,  or  previous  years,  became  public  property,  and  was  a 
fact  which  any  one  compiling  a  directory  for  1866  was  entitled 
to  use  and  adopt,  so  long  as  he  did  not  servilely  copy  it.  Carij  v. 
Kearslcy,  4  Esp.  168  ;  6  R  R  846.  So  far  from  doing  this, 
[*  701]  the  defendant,  with  directories  of  ^jrevious  years  *  before 
him  as  the  foundation  of  his  inquiries,  had  sent  out  his 
canvassers  with  the  lists,  and  was  enabled  to  supjilement,  and, 
in  many  instances,  correct  both  Webster  and  the  iilaintiil.  The 
defendant  had  thus  bestowed  independent  time,  labour,  and 
expense  upon  the  matter,  and  he  had  in  no  way  infringed  the 
plaintiff's  copyright  by  thus  taking  the  information  given  iu 
former  directories  as  the  starting-point  for  his  own  inquiries  and 
improvements.  If  any  inaccuracies  or  errors  contained  in  the 
plaintiff's  directory  of  1865  reappeared  in  the  defendant's  direc- 
tory, that  was  amply  accounted  for  by  the  careless  and  imperfect 
way  in  which  some  of  the  canvassers  employed  by  the  defendant 
(and  since  discharged)  had  performed  their  appointed  work. 
With  respect  to  the  arrangement  of  the  streets,  that  was  not  a 
a  thing  in  which  the  plaintiff  could  assert  a  copyright,  and  in 
any  case  mere  imitation  of  arrangement  was  not  illegal  unless 
the  animus  foraiuli  were  distinctly  proved.  That  had  not  been 
done,  nor  had  there  been  that  unfair  use  or  "  extraction  of  the 
vital  part  "  of  the  plaintiff's  work,  Murray  v.  Boyue,  1  Drew. 
353;  22  L.  J.  Ch.  457,  which  would  justify  the  Court  in  stopping 
the  sale  of  the  defendant's  work;  especially  having  regard  to  the 
tendency  to  restrict  rather  than  increase  the  granting  of  injunc- 
tions in  cases  of  contested  co})yright.  M' Neill  v.  Willianis,  11 
Jur.  344. 

Sir  W.  PAfJE  Wood,  V.  C.  :  — 

I  think  there  must  be  an  injunction  in  the  same  terms  as  that 
whicli  was  granted  in  Lciois  v.  Fullarton,  2  Beav.  p.  14,  viz.,  to 
restrain  the  publication  of  the  parts  which  are  pirated  without 
waiting  till  all  the  parts  which  have  been  pirated  can  be  dis- 
tinctly specified.  The  defendant  has  been  most  completely  mis- 
taken in  what  he  assumes  to  be  his  right  to  deal  with  the  labour 


R.  C.  VOL.  YII.]  COPYKIGHT.  107 

No.  6.  —  KeUy  v.  Morris,  L.R.,  1  Eq.  701,  702. 

and  property  of  others.  In  the  case  of  a  dictionary,  map,  guide- 
book, or  directory,  when  there  are  certain  common  objects  of 
information  which  must,  if  described  correctly,  be  described  in 
the  same  words,  a  subsequent  compiler  is  bound  to  set  about 
doing  for  himself  that  which  the  first  compiler  has  done.  In 
case  of  a  road-book,  he  must  count  the  milestones  for  himself. 
In  the  case  of  a  map  of  a  newly-discovered  island  (the 
illustration  put  by  Mr.  Daniel)  he  *  must  go  through  the  [*  702] 
whole  process  of  triangulation  just  as  if  he  had  never 
seen  any  former  map,  and,  generally,  he  is  not  entitled  to  take 
one  word  of  the  information  previously  published  without  inde- 
pendently working  out  the  matter  for  himself,  so  as  to  arrive  at 
the  same  result  from  the  same  common  sources  of  information, 
and  the  only  use  that  he  can  legitimately  make  of  a  previous 
publication  is  to  verify  his  own  calculations  and  results  when 
obtained.  So  in  the  present  case  the  defendant  could  not  take  a 
single  line  uf  the  plaintift's  directory  for  the  purpose  of  saving 
himself  labour  and  trouble  in  getting  his  information.  The 
defendant,  from  his  description  uf  the  way  in  which  he  had  in 
the  first  instance  compiled  his  "  Business  Directory, "  seems  to 
have  known  exactly  what  he  might  do.  No  doubt  the  expense 
of  procuiing  information  in  a  legitimate  way  is  very  great.  The 
defendant  himself  has  told  us  so,  and  also  that  it  was  not  for 
some  years  that  he  was  able  to  make  it  pay.  But  the  defendant 
goes  on  in  his  affidavit  to  propound  a  most  extraordinary  doctrine 
as  to  the  right  of  publicity  in  the  names  of  private  residents,  who 
had,  as  he  expressed  it,  "  given  their  names  for  public  use. " 
What  he  lias  done  has  been  just  to  copy  the  plaintiff's  book  and 
then  to  send  out  canvassers  to  see  if  the  information  so  copied 
was  correct.  If  the  canvassers  did  not  find  the  occupier  of  the 
house  at  home,  or  could  get  no  answer  from  him,  then  the  infor- 
mation copied  from  the  plaintiff's  Ijook  was  reprinted  bodily,  as  if 
it  was  a  question  for  the  occupier  of  the  house  merely,  and  not 
for  the  compiler  of  the  previous  directory.  Further  than  this, 
the  defendant  tells  us  that  he  had  a  number  of  new  agents,  and 
that  one  of  them  had  performed  liis  part  of  the  work  carelessly, 
thus  at  once  showing  how  easy  it  would  be  on  the  system  adopted 
by  the  defendant  for  any  negligent  agent  to  send  back  his  list  all 
ticked  as  if  correct,  without  having  taken  the  trouble  to  make  a 
single  inquiry. 
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With  respect  to  the  "  Street  Directory,"  in  which  the  plaintiff 
has  adopted  a  very  ingenious  form  of  arrangement,  which  is  to  be 
found  in  no  other  directory  that  has  been  produced,  except  the 
defendant's,  I  hohi  it  to  be  clearly  established  —  from  the  identity 
of  mistakes  in  the  numbers  of  houses  and  the  names  of  their 
occupants,  and  also  in  the  breaks  and  intersections  in  the  streets 
—  that  the  defendant  has  taken  his  list  of  streets  from 
[*  703]  the  plaintiff's  *  directory.  The  work  of  the  defendant  has 
clearly  not  been  compiled  by  the  legitimate  apjilication 
of  independent  personal  labour,  and  there  must  be  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  publication  of  any  copy  of  the  defendant's  work 
containing  the  portions  called  the  "  Street  "  and  "  Court  "  direc- 
tories, with  liberty  for  the  defendant  to  apply,  when  he  shall 
have  expunged  from  such  portions  all  matter  copied  from  the 
plaintiff's  work. 

The  motion  as  to  the  other  portions  of  the  directory  was  directed 
to  stand  over,  to  enable  the  defendant  to  meet  the  case  upon 
certain  points  which  had  been  raised  by  the  plaintiti's  affidavits, 
in  reply ;  l)ut  the  defendant  on  the  following  seal  day  (March 
8th)  su])mitted  to  a  perpetual  injunction  against  publication  of 
all  portions  of  his  directory,  except  the  "  Trade  "  and  "  Business  " 
divisions. 

Pike  V.  Nicholas. 

L.  R.,  .5  Ch.  251-269  (s.  C.  39  L.  J.  C'li.  435 ;   18  \V.  R.  321). 

Copyright.  —  Common  Sources. 

[251]  The  plaintiff  published  a  book,  and  the  defendant  afterwards  pub- 
lished a  book  on  the  same  subject,  in  which  he  mentioned  the  plaintiff's 
book  as  one  of  the  autliorities  consulted  by  him.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that 
tlie  defendant's  book  was  a  piracy,  and  in  proof  showed  (amongst  other 
things)  that  the  plaintiff  had  referred  to  a  large  number  of  authorities  to 
which  the  defendant  had  referred.  The  defendant  stated  that  he  had  taken 
the  references  from  a  previous  writer  from  whom  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
them,  and  showed  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  referred  to  two  authorities  not 

mentioned  by  tlie  plaintiff;  but  as  to  two  of  the  authorities  referred 
[*252]  to  by  the   plaintiff,  and  *  also   by  the  defendant,  the  defendant  was 

unable  to  state  where  he  had  found  them. 
Held,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  had  not  made  such  use 
of  the  phiintiff's  book  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  an  injunction. 

This  was  a  suit  to  restrain  an  alleged  piracy  of  the  plaintiff's 
book.     In  1865,  a  prize  of  100  guineas  was  offered  by  the  National 
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Eisteddfod  at  Aberystwith  fur  the  best  essay  in  English,  Welsh, 
French,  or  German,  on  "  The  Origin  of  the  English  Nation,  with 
reference  to  the  Question  how  far  that  Nation  is  descended  from 
the  Ancient  Britons. " 

The  plaintiff,  who  is  a  barrister,  and  has  devoted  himself  to 
literary  and  scientific  pursuits,  and  especially  to  the  study  of 
anthropology,  sent  in  an  essay,  as  did  the  defendant  also.  No 
prize  was  awarded  by  the  arbitrators,  but  two  of  them  expressed 
a  hope  that  the  essay  sent  in  by  the  plaintiff  would  be  published ; 
and  in  May,  1866,  the  plaintiff  published  his  essay  in  a  revised 
form  under  the  title  "  The  English  and  their  Origin ;  a  Prologue 
to  Authentic  English  History.  " 

The  same  prize  was  offered  in  the  following  year.  The  plaintiff' 
did  not  compete,  but  the  defendant,  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1866, 
sent  in  an  essay. 

No  prize  was  awarded  ;  but  the  defendant  determined  to  publish 
his  essay,  and  in  1868  it  was  publislied,  partly  by  subscription, 
under  the  title  "  The  Pedigree  of  the  English  People. "  The  book 
was  divided  into  three  parts,  viz.  :  Part  I.  Introductory.  Part 
II.  The  Invasions  of  Britain  —  The  Elements  of  Admixture  of 
Race  accumulating  —  Admixture  commencing.  Part  III.  The 
Argument  for  Admixture  of  Pace  —  The  Question  "To  wliat 
Extent  is  the  English  Nation  of  Celtic  Origin?"  The  plaintiff, 
having  come  to  the  conclusion  that  an  unfair  and  illegitimate  use 
had  been  made  of  his  work,  filed  his  bill  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  printing,  selling,  or  disposing  of  any  copies  of  the  book 
entitled  "  The  Pedigree  of  the  English  People, "  containing  the 
Third  Part  thereof.  The  bill  alleged  that  nearly  the  ' 
whole  of  *  the  argument  contained  in  the  Third  Part  of  [*  25.''] 
defendant's  book  was  copied  from,  and  a  piracy  of,  plain- 
tiff's book ;  and  that  defendant  had  made  an  unfair  and  illegiti- 
mate use  of  plaintiff's  book,  so  that  the  book  of  the  defendant 
did  not  constitute,   as  it  professed  to  do,   an  original  work. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  each  set  out  a  long  list  of  authori- 
ties consulted  by  him,  and  in  the  defendant's  list  the  plaintiff's 
book  was  included ;  and  it  was  expressly  referred  to  in  the  text, 
and  spoken  of  as  displaying  "  much  acuteness  and  scholarly 
acquirement. "  Pouchet's  work,  mentioned  by  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  J.\MES  in  his  judgment,  was  included  in  both  lists,  but 
was  not  further  referred  to  by  either  plaintiff  or  defendant. 
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lu  order  to  show  the  identity  of  plan  between  tlie  Third  Part  of 
the  defendant's  book  and  the  pLaintilf's  book,  the  following  state- 
ment of  the  headings  of  the  chapters  was  set  out  in  tlie  liill : 


Plan  of  the  Plauitiff's  Book. 

Chapter  I. 
The  Historical  Evidence. 

Chapter  II. 
The  Philological  Evidence. 


Chapter  III. 


Plan  of  Pan  III.  in  the  Def-ndant's  Book. 
CiiAi'Tr.i;    r. 
His  Historical  Argument. 

Chapter  II. 

Tlie  Evidence  of  Philology. 

Chapter  III. 

[The  Evidence  of  Topographical  and 

Personal  Names.] 

Same  Subject  continued. 

Ch.\pter  IV. 

[Evidence  of  the  Influence  of  the 
Ancient  British  Race  upon  the 
Anglo-Saxons  supplied  by  the  De- 
velopment of  Early  English  Law.] 

Develoj^ment  of  Early  English  Law. 

Chapter  V. 


istics. 

Chapter  IV. 
The  Evidence   of   Psychical   Charac- 
teristics. 


The  Evidence  of  Physical  Character-     [The  Evidence  supplied  by  the  I'hy- 

sical,  Mental,  and  ^Nloral  (Qualities 
of  the  Englisli.] 

Sect.  1.   Evidence  of  Physical  Charac- 
teristics. 

[Physical  Characteristics  of  the  Eng- 
lish People.] 

Sect.  2.  Evidence  of  Mental  and  ]\Ioral 
Characteristics. 
^  [Mental  and  Moral  Characteristics  of 

the  English  People.] 

[*  254]  *  The  headings,  however,  tlius  given  in  the  bill,  were 
not  exactly  the  same  ns  those  which  appeared  in  the 
defendant's  book,  as  inclosed  in  brackets  in  the  above  table. 

None  of  the  passages  alleged  to  have  l)een  copied  were  set  out 
in  the  bill. 

The  defendant,  Ijy  his  answer,  denied  i)iracy,  or  any  unfair  or 
illegitimate  use  of  plaintiti's  book,  or  that  the  "  Pedigree  of  the 
English  People  "  was  not  an  original  work.  He  stated  that  the 
arrangement  of  Part  III.  of  his  book  was  substantially  the  same 
as  that  which  he  adopted  in  the  essay  submitted  by  him  for  com- 
petition at  the  National  Eisteddfod,  in  1865 ;  moreover,  that  the 
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arrangement  of  Part  III.  was,  with  the  exception  of  tlie  historical 
argument,  the  same  as  that  which  he  adopted  in  the  second  essay 
sent  in  in  1866.  He  also  stated  that  the  MS.  from  which  his 
book  was  printed,  with  certain  exceptions,  was  verhatiiiL  the 
same  MS.  as  that  which  was  sent  to  the  Eisteddfod,  in  1866, 
some  months  before  he  had  ever  seen  or  heard  of  the  publication 
of  plaintiff's  work.  The  historical  and  philological  chapters  of 
defendant's  book  were  stated  to  be  entirely  due  to  his  indepen- 
dent and  original  labour  and  research,  which  last  had  occupied 
him  continuously  for  two  months  and  upwards.  With  respect 
to  the  resemblance  between  the  plaintiff's  book  and  the  third 
part  of  defendant's  book,  in  the  chapter  relating  to  physical 
characteristics,  it  was  stated  (in  the  answer)  to-  arise  from  the  use 
by  both  of  the  same  sources  and  materials  (which  were  specified 
in  the  answer).  The  defendant  stated  that  the  plaintiff"s  book 
was  not  consulted  by  him  until  his  MS.  was,  in  substance,  pre- 
pared for  publication,  and  for  the  purpose  only  of  comparing  the 
same  with  his  own  MS. ,  whicli  was  then  substantially  finished, 
and  that  his  MS.  was  not  substantially  added  to,  or  altered,  after, 
or  in  consequence  of,  his  having  so  consulted  the  plaintiff's 
book. 

Both  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  cross-examined,  and  the 
result  of  that  cross-examination,  and  of  the  evidence,  as  affecting 
the  defendant's  case,  and  the  principal  alleged  instances  of 
plagiarism,  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  James,  as  given  below,  and  in  the  judgments  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Justice  Giffard. 

The  A^'ice-Chancellor  James  granted  an  injunction,  and 
ordered   *  the   defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  and  [*  255] 
damages ;  the  damages  being  the  value  of  every  copy  of 
the  defendant's  book  sold,  as  if  it  had  been  the  plaintiff" s.^ 

1  1869.     May  20.  says,    in    substance,   tliis :    "I    wrote  my 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  Y.  C.  :  —  book  in  support  of  a  theory  that  the  Eng- 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  complains  that  lish  are  not,  as  generally  supposed,  mainly 

the  defendant  has  piratically  availed  him-  and  substantially  of  Anglo-Saxon  or  Teu- 

self  of  his  (the  plaintiff's)  literary  labours  tonic  race,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  they 

so  as  to  be  an  infringement  of  his  copy-  are   plainly  and   substantially  of  the  old 

right.     The  plaintiff  is  the  author  of  a  Celtic  race,  the  same  people  which  pos- 

work  called  "  The  English  and  their  Ori-  sessed  this  land  before  the  invasion  of  the 

gin."     After  this  work  had  been  publislied  Romaus.     I  proceeded,"  lie  says,  "to  con- 

and  given  to  the  world,  the  defendant  pub-  sider  the  suVgect  under  the  heads   of  — 

lished  another  work  called  "  The  Pedigree  1.  The  Historical  Evidence;  2.  The  Phi- 

of  the   English   People."      The   plaintiff  lological   Evidence;   3.   The  Evidence  of 
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[*  256] 
the  appeal. 

Physical  Characteri.'stics ;  4.  Tlie  Kvldeuce 
of  Psychical  Characteristics."  The  de- 
feudant  has  pursued  in  the  third  ])art, 
which  occupies  by  far  the  greater  portion 
of  his  book,  precisely  the  same  plan,  witli 
this  difference,  that  he  has  added  a  cliap- 
ter  on  English  law ;  that  he  has  made  a 
sepai'ate  cliapter  of  the  evidence  of  topo- 
graphical and  personal  names,  and  that 
for  the  word  "  psychical "  he  has  used 
"  mental  and  moral."  The  plaintiff  says, 
"  that  plan,  which  is  in  substance  identical 
with  mine,  is  copied  irom  mine."  He  fur- 
ther says :  "  It  was  necessary  to  my  argu- 
ment to  get  rid  of  a  good  deal  of  what 
had  been  taught  us  as  histi^i'v  of  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  invasion,  and  I  accordingly  pro- 
ceeded to  show  that  the  stories  of  Ilengist 
and  Horsa,  of  Vortigern  and  Vortimer,  of 
tlie  coni))lete  ex]jnlsion  of  the  Britisli  race 
by  the  Saxon  invaders,  were  mythical.  In 
the  investigation  of  tliat  subject  I  traced 
tlie  wliole  of  what  has  jjassed  for  history 
to  Gildas,  and  I  proceeded  to  inquire  to 
what  extent,  according  to  the  canons  of 
modern  historical  criticism,  reliance  could 
be  placed  <in  the  narrative  of  (iildas,  and 
I  came  to  the  conclusion  on  se\eral  grounds 
that  the  narrative  is  wlioUy  nntrnstworthy. 
In  the  defendant's  book  I  hnd  that  he 
adopts  exactly  the  same  course  of  argu- 
ment, —  the  early  history  treated  as  of  the 
same  legendary  cliaracter.  I  find  it  traceil 
to  Gildas  as  the  sole  foundation  for  it.  I 
find  the  authority  of  (Jildas  then  tested  by 
the  same  canons,  and  the  same  conclusion 
which  I  had  arrived  at  also  rejiroduced. 
and  on  the  same  or  substantially  the  same 
grounils.  It  is  not  only  the  logii'  which  is 
the  same,  but  the  rhetoric  shows  most 
singular  coincidences." 

His  Honour  referred  to  the  following 
passages  from  the  works  of  the  ])laintiff 
and  defendant :  "  There  are  probably  few 
educated  Englishmen  living  who  have  not 
in  their  infancy  been  taught  that  the  I-^ng- 
lish  nation  is  a  nation  of  almost  ])ure  'i'eu- 
tonic  lilood,  that  its  political  constitution, 
its  sr>cial  customs,  its  internal  prosperity, 
the  success  of  its  arms,  and  the  numl)er  of 
its  colonies,  have  all  followed  necessarily 
u](on  the  arrival  in  three  small  vessels  of 


*  The    defendant  appealed. 

The  defendant  and  the  plaintiif  a[)peaied  in  person  on 


certain  (iernian  warriors,  under  the  com- 
mand (jf  Hengist  and  Horsa.  Ileugi.st 
and  Horsa  are  a  neces.sary  part  of  a  child's 
education,  so  are  Rowemi  and  Vortigern 
and  the  Heptarchy,  and  many  other  pretty 
stories,  which  have  found  their  way  un- 
der the  disguise  of  facts  into  res]jectable 
histories.  The  press  even  now  seems  gen- 
erally to  assume  that  the  ordinary  English- 
man does  not  carry  his  historical  criticism 
beyond  the  point  which  it  reached  in  his 
childhood,  and  a  Cambridge  professor  of 
history  does  not  scruple  to  dilate  upon  the 
merits  of  'our  Teutonic  race.'"  (I'ike, 
pp.  l.'j,  IG.) 

In  the  defendant's  book  there  are  these 
wonls :  "  Before  jjroceeding  further,  it  is 
necessary  to  search  into  the  foundations  of 
the  popular  belief  res])ecting  the  state  of 
the  Britons  at  the  crisis  of  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  invasion,  and  their  complete  ex- 
pulsi(jn  by  that  invasion  from  the  soil  of 
England.  That  lielief  is  to  the  effect  that 
the  Britons  after  the  departure  of  the 
Komans  were  in  a  completely  prostrate 
condition,  were  incapable  of  offering  resist- 
ance to  I'icts,  Scots,  or  Saxons,  and  were 
ruthlessly  mown  down  by  the  sword  with- 
out deliverance,  a  small  'remnant'  only 
barely  escajiing,  like  sheep  from  the  jaws 
of  devouring  wolves,  into  the  mountains 
of  tiie  west,  or  as  miserable  fugitives 
across  the  sea  to  Brittany.  This  belief, 
instilled  to  this  day  alike  into  the  child's 
mind  in  the  nursery  and  the  student's  in 
the  lecture-room,  is,  in  all  jjrobability,  as 
palpable  a  sujjerstition,  as  devoid  of  foun- 
dation, as  gratuitous,  and  as  impossible  of 
rational  credence,  as  any  wild  and  idle 
romance  ever  imposed  u])on  unsusjiecting 
childliood."     (Nicholas,  jip.  24.5,  24f).) 

The  plaintiff  furtber  says:  "I  took 
es])ecial  pains  with  respect  to  I'ertain 
l)liysical  characteristics,  the  cohnir  of  the 
hair  and  the  form  of  the  skull.  I  said 
that  there  was  a  popular  theory  starting 
witli  twoassum])tions  :  1.  That  the  Anglo- 
Saxons  were  a  fair-haired,  red-haired,  or 
flaxen-haired  people.  2.  That  the  English 
are  a  fair-haired,  red-haired,  or  flaxen- 
haired  people.  I  proceeded  to  demolish 
both  these  assumptions.     The  defendant 
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*Lurd  Hatherley,    L.   C,    said  that  their  Lordships  [*  257] 

did  nut  intend  to  Lay  down  any  general  principles  which 

has  doue  the  same.     As  to  the  secoud  as-  stated  that  eertaiu  Gauls  were  compelled 

sumption,  I   proeeeded  to  give  the  results  by  Caligula  to  make  their  hair  light  or 

of  my  personal  examination  of  4848  heads  red,  and  to  learn  German.     The  defendant 

in  London,  and  proceeded  further  to  show  refers  to  the  same  passage.     I  referred  to 

from  the  population  abstracts  that  London  a  passage  in  ytrabo.     The  defendant  has 

might  be  considered  a  fair  representative  referred  to  the  same  passage."     Then  the 

of  the  whole  of  England,  —  that  it  is  peo-  plaintiff  says:   "I  applied  myself  to  the 

pled  not  exclusively  by  Londoners,  but  by  consideration  of  tlie  evidence  afforded  by 

natives  of  all   parts  of   the    country.     I  the  cranium,  and  after  the  examination  of 

find,"  the  plaintiff  says,  "  in  the  defend-  the  authorities  I  arrived  at  the  conclusion 

ant's  book  a  similar  statement  of  identical  that   the   old   Celtic   skulls   were,  iu  the 

results    of    personal    investigation  ;    and,  great  majority,  long  oval  and  singularly 

what   is  very  extraordinary.    I    fijid    that  like  the  (Jreek  skull.     I  proceeded  to  show 

though  the  defendant's  results  are  given  that   the   modern    Euglisli   skull   is   long 

as  arris  ed  at  both  in  London  and  the  north  oval,antl  that  the  inoderu  Teuton  skull  is, 


of  England,  —  (),000  in  the  one  and  .5,000 
in  the  other,  —  he,  too,  proceeds  to  show, 
and  to  show  from  the  population  abstracts, 
that  the  population  of  London  is  drawn 
from  all  parts  of  the  island.  I  ))roceeded," 
the  plaintiff  says,  "  to  ascertain  what  was 


on  the  whole,  round  and  short,  and  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  all  the  evidence, 
without  exception,  points  to  the  Cyniry  as 
the  progenitors  of  those  English  people 
who  possess  the  longer  oval  skull,  and  who 
constitute  the   bulk   of  the   nation,     'i'he 


saiil  by  ancient  autiiors,  and  with  what  defendant  lias  c<jme  to  the  same  conclu- 
(lualifications  these  statements  were  to  be  sion  from  the  same  premi.ses."  The  ])lain- 
received  as  to  the  hair,  colour,  eyes,  and  tiff  .says :  "  In  arriving  at  that  conclusion, 
complexion  of  the  ancient  inhabitants  of  I  referred  to  the  work  of  the  Swedish  au- 
these  islands,  the  Gauls  and  the  ancient  thor  Ketzius,  for  his  conclusion  that  the 
Germans.  The  <lefendant  has  referred  to  long  oval  skull  found  in  the  ancient  burv- 
the  same  descriptions,  and  nnvde  the  same  ing  places  of  Denmark  were  the  skulls  of 
ijualitications.  For  e.xample,  I  pointed  the  Cinibri.  who  at  one  early  time  had 
out  that  when  Tacitus  and  other  writers  dwelt  there  in  no  inconsideralde  numbers, 
asserted  that  all  the  Germans  had  blue  and  I  made  a  long  quotation  from  him,  in 
eyes  and  nUiku  cuiiki',  it  was  to  be  noted  whicii  he  calls  the  long  oval  form  the  true 
that  the  Greeks  and  Romans  were  gen.  Celtic,  and  speaks  of  '  a  shorter  oval  form 
erally  dark-haired,  and  may  have  regarded  with  the  sides  more  arched,  which  is  Nor- 
fairhairasa  rare  and  great  beauty,  and  may  man,  and  is  closely  allied  to  the  German.' 
have  been  struck  by  a  proportion  of  light  The  defendant  gives  in  substance  exactly 
hair  greatly  in  excess  of  tliat  which  they  the  same  things  from  Retzius." 
found  among  themselves.  Again,  having  These  are  some,  and  some  onlv,  of  the 
prenused  that  tlie  pa.ssages  in  wliich  the  points  to  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  has 
(iauls  or  Celts  are  descrii)ed  liave  been  drawn  my  attention.  I  have  read  both 
carefully  collected  by  Prichard,  1  made  a  the  books  carefully  in  tlie  ])arts  complained 
comment  on  the  pas.sage  (pioted  by  Pri-  of.  and,  if  the  matter  rested  on  a  compari- 
chard  from  Livy,  that  the  expression  was  son  of  the  two  works,  I  could  liave  no  doubt 
nitilatcE  cowcf,  and  not  rittifd'  cnmfp, —  whatever  that  the  ilefendaiit's  work  was  in 
'  reddened,'  not '  red.'  Having  come  to  the  these  parts  a  palpable  crib  from  the  plain- 
conclusion  that  the  Gauls  were  in  the  habit  tiff's,  transposed,  altered,  and  added  to; 
of  dyeing  their  hair  of  a  lighter  iuie,  I  to  use  the  words  of  Lord  Stkangford's 
made  a  passing  reference  to  the  allegec!  award,  "  essentially,  indeed  typically,  sec- 
custom  now  ])revaleut  in  France  and  Eng-  ond-haud,  run  off  easily  from  the  pen  by 
land  of  dyeing  the  hair  red.  The  defend-  a  well-trained  writer,"  —  a  writer,  I  would 
ant  has  made  the  same  fashion  the  sub-  add,  skilful  in  appropriating  the  labours  of 
ject  of  a  rhetorical  paragraph.  1  referred  another,  and  in  disguising  by  literary  arti- 
to  a  passage  in  Suetonius,  in  which  it  is  fices  the  appropriation.     But  the  defend- 
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[*258]  were  contrary  to  those  *  laid   down   by  the  Vice-Chan- 

CKLLOR.      Where  their  L<tnlships   ditiered  from  hiui  was 

ant  has  pleilged  his  oath  to  this,  that  his     one  for  :iu_v  ciiiiie  ;   I  am  here  hound  by 


work  is  an  indepemieiit  work,  written 
sul)stantially  hefore  he  had  seen  the  plain- 
tiff's work,  and  that  the  resenihhmces  are 
due  to  tlie  nature  of  the  subject,  —  to  the 
object,  wliich  was  commou  to  both,  of  es- 


iny  own  judicial  oath  to  well  and  truly  try 
tlie  issue  joined  between  the  parties,  and  a 
true  verdict  give  according  to  the  evidence, 
—  tiiat  is  to  say,  according  as  I,  weigliing 
all  the  evidence  by  all  the  lights  I  can  get. 


tablisliing  for  the  ancient  British  a  large  and  as  best   I   may,  find   the   testimony 

share  in  the  proihiction  of  the  great  Brit-  credible  or  incredible,  trustworthy  or  the 

isli  nation  of  the  jtresent  day  ;  to  the  obvi-  reverse.     The  law  whicli  admitted  the  tes- 

ous  nature  of  the  topics  whicli  such  an  timony  of   the  parties  and  of   interested 

object  would  suggest  to  any  persons  who  persons  was  passed  in  full  reliance  on  the 

had  followed  the  course  of  modern  hi.stori-  Judges    and    on   juries   that    they  would 

cal  criticism,  and  of  ethnological  and  an-  carefully  scrutinize  such  testimony,  and 

thropological    research    and    speculation,  would  give  it  such  weight  as  it  deserved, 

and  the  like  obviousness  of  the  authorities  and  no  more,  or  no  weight  at  all.     Is  the 


which  such  ])ersous  would  refer  to  and 
(juote.  His  answer  contains  the  following 
l^assage :  — 

"  I  say  that  the  MS.  from  which  my 
said  liook  was  printed,  with  the  exception 
of  Appendices  A,  B,  and  C,  which  I  after- 
wards inserted  at  the  suggestion  of  Pro- 
fessor Max  Miiller,  and  of  the  index,  and 
of  some  additional  sentences  and  notes, 
])rincij)allv  suggested  by  Professor  Max 
Miiller  anil  Dr.  Rowland  Williams,  is  ver- 
hntiin  the  same  MS.  as  that  which  I  sub- 


result  of  the  defendant's  examination  or 
cross-examination  such  as  to  enable  me  to 
place  reliance  on  his  story  'i  To  begin 
with,  I  have  read  carefully  tlirough  the 
whole  of  the  notes  marked  A  and  B, 
which  were  the  materials  for  his  first  es- 
say, and  I  am  .satisfied  that  he  had  not  at 
the  time  he  wrote  them  the  remotest  idea 
of  that  which  is  now  found  in  the  parts  of 
his  book  complained  of.  To  the  autlior 
of  A  and  B  tlie  common  school  histories  of 
England  were  geimiue  history.     Hengist 


mitted  for  competition  at  the  Eisteddfod  and  Horsa,  Vortimer  and  Vortigeru,  were 

in  1806,  -  some  months  before  I  had  ever  historic  persons.     There  is  no  trace  what- 

seen  or  heard  of  the  publication  of  the  ever  of  the  sceptical  criticism  whicli  will 

plaintiff's  work."  have  it  that  the  whole  of  that  history,  fit 

His  Honour  proceeded :  The  defendant  only  for  the  nur.sery,  is  to  be  carried  back 

has   been   examined    and   cross-examined  to  Gildas  only,  and  that  (Hildas,  if  not  liim- 


hefore  me  at  considerable  length.  He  ad- 
heres to  his  statement  in  the  answer,  with 
one  most  notalde  exception.  He  now  states 
that  the  whole  chapter  about  Gildas  was 
written,  or,  as  he  calls  it,  rewritten,  after 


self  a  mythical  or  shadowy  personage,  is 
a  historic  witness  wholly  untrustworthy. 
Indeed,  the  author  was  so  little  versed  in 
the  subject  tliat  he  talks  of  Gildas  copy- 
ing Bede  and   putting  in  darker  colours. 


he  had  seen  the  plaintiff's  book,  and  after  There  is  no  trace  whatever  in  these  notes 

the  MS.  had  been  submitted  to  Professor  of  the  examination  of  the  ancient  authori- 

Max  Miiller  and  Dr.  Rowland  Williams  ;  ties  as  to  hair  and  complexion  of  Britons, 

and  he,  not  an  illiterate  man,  but  an  au-  Gauls,  and  Germans,  and  of  the  number- 

thor  accustomed  to  test  the  weight  of  hi.s-  ing  of  the  colours  and  shades  of  hair  of 

toric  texts,  can  give  no  further  exjdanatiim  the  present  peojde  of  the  country.    There 

of  the  deliberate  and  emphatic  statement  is  no  trace  whatever  in  these  notes  of  the 

quoted    from   his  answer  than   that   it   is  examination  of  the  evidence  afforded  by 

stronger  than  his  instructions  to  his  solici-  ancient  skulls,  and  of  the  comparison  be- 

tor  went.     It  has  been  pressed  on  me  that  twcen  that  evidence  and  the  results  of  a 


I  cannot  decide  against  the  positive  oath 
of  tlie  defendant  without  convicting  him  of 
wilful  and  corrupt  ])erjury.  I  have  had 
occasion  nnjre  tlian  once  to  say  that  this  is 
not  a  criminal  Court ;  that  I  am  trying  no 


carfiful  examination  of  the  existing  types 
of  modern  heads,  English  and  (ierinan 
The  plaintiff  says,  "  If  you  did  not  take  all 
this  from  my  book,  tell  me  where  you 
took  it  from.     Where   are  the  materials 
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merely  in  the  application  of  those  principles  to  this  *  par-  [*  259] 
ticular  case.     A  case    of   alleged   piracy    like   this   was 


From  which  you  elaborated  it  ?  "  The  de- 
feudaut  is  unable  to  say  when  or  where  he 
gathered  the  materials,  or  when  or  wliere, 
indeed,  he  wrote  any  part  of  his  present 
essay.  The  collection  of  materials  for  a 
i^enuine  literary  work  is  a  thing  of  time 
and  labour.  You  caunot  walk  by  instinct 
to  tlie  proper  shelf  of  a  library,  take  down 
the  right  book,  open  it  at  the  right  page, 
and  hit  on  the  rigiit  passage,  and  just  the 
book,  the  page,  and  the  passage  which 
somebody  else  has  found  l)efore  you.  The 
defendant  has  not  a  single  rough  note  to 
produce,  no  trace  of  his  quarrying  in  the 
British  Museum,  or  any  other  like  quarry, 
from  which  the  stones  of  the  literary  edi- 
fice were  to  be  built  up.  I  have  his  diary 
before  me  from  February,  1866,  up  to  the 
2d  of  July,  where  it  is  noted  that  the  prize 
essay  of  above  800  pages  wa.s  sent  in.  Up 
to  the  17th  of  May  he  seems  to  have  been 
incessantly  travelling  and  canvassing,  and 
certainly  does  not  seem  to  have  had  either 
time  or  opportunity  or  means  for  any  such 
literary  investigation  or  labour,  nor  is 
there  any  trace  of  any  such  work.  On 
tiie  18th  and  19th  of  ^fay  I  find  an  entry, 
"  At  Caormarthen,  writing  prize  essay." 
A  siniila:-  entry,  in  London,  25th  and  26th, 
aud  again,  on  the  5th  and  6th  of  June,  8th, 
9th,  11th,  and  I2th,  and  on  the  1.3th, 
"Finish  writing  ditto."  On  the  14tli-23rd, 
"  Revising  essay,"  which  is  the  only  light 
the  diary  throws  on  the  subject.  It  is  cer- 
tainly very  singular  that  an  author  should 
not  be  able  to  give  a  single  place  or  time 
when  or  where  he  consulted  a  high  au- 
thority, and  that  he  should  not  be  able  to 
produce  a  single  original  note,  extract,  or 
([uotation.  Then  there  were  some  special 
matters  on  which  he  was  especially  pressed  : 
"  You  have  quoted  Ketzius.  Wliere  did 
you  find  him  1  "  "I  cannot  say."  "  You 
have  quoted  Georges  Pouchet  ('  Pluralite' 
des  Kaces  Humaines,'  Paris,  8vo,  1864). 
Where  did  you  find  him  ?  "  "  I  cannot 
say."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  these 
books  are  not  in  the  British  Museum. 
.Vgaiu,  he  was  asked  about  the  public 
nieetiiij-^s  at  which  it  is  stated  in  the  l)ook 
that  Icr.oOO  complexions  had  been  marked 
for  the  purposes  of  this  essay,  with  the 
detailed    figures  of  the  results  obtained, 


"Can  you  produce  the  times  and  places  of 
these  meetings  1  "  He  is  again  unalile  to 
fix  time  and  place.  I  have  been,  there- 
fore, obliged  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  the  account  which  the  defendant  has 
given  of  liis  composition  of  his  work  in 
the  matters  complained  of  is  not  probable, 
is  not  credible,  is  not  trustworthy  ;  and  the 
result  of  his  answer,  his  examination,  and 
his  cross-examination,  on  my  mind,  so  far 
from  displacing,  has  confirmed  the  con- 
clusion produced  by  the  internal  evidence 
and  the  comparison  of  the  two  works. 
This  conclusion,  however,  is  not  suflicient 
to  dispose  of  the  case.  Plagiarism  does 
not  neces.sarily  amount  to  a  legal  invasion 
of  copyright.  A  man  publishing  a  work 
gives  it  to  the  world,  and,  so  far  as  it  adds 
to  the  world's  knowledge,  adds  to  the  ma- 
terials which  any  other  author  has  a  right 
to  use,  and  may  even  be  bound  not  to 
neglect.  The  question  then  is  between  a 
legitimate  and  a  piratical  use  of  an  au- 
thor's work.  lu  considering  this  I  have 
not  been  unmindful  of  the  small  compara- 
tive extent  of  literary  comp(»sition  which 
is  traceable  from  the  one  to  the  other ;  I 
have  not  been  mimiudful  that  there  was 
some  not  immaterial  exercise  of  literary 
labour  and  skill  in  the  transfusion  and 
transposition  which  I  have  held  to  have 
been  nuide,  aud  I  have  endeavoured  to 
guard  myself  against  any  prejudices  de- 
rived from  my  hostile  conclusions  against 
the  defendant  which  I  have  stated.  I 
have  considered  it  as  if  the  defendant  had 
openly  borrowed  from  the  plaintiff's  book, 
and  had  candidly  acknowledged  the  source. 
And  I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  which  he 
might  have  done,  so  doing  it.  There  is 
no  monopoly  in  the  main  theory  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  in  the  theories  and  .specula- 
tions by  which  he  has  supported  it,  nor 
even  in  the  use  of  the  published  results 
of  his  own  observations.  But  the  plain- 
tiff has  a  right  to  say  that  no  one  is  to 
he  permitted,  whether  with  or  without 
acknowledgment,  to  take  a  material  and 
substantial  portion  of  his  work,  of  his 
argument,  his  illustrations,  his  authori- 
ties, for  the  purpose  of  making  or  im- 
proving a  rival  publication.  That  the 
part  taken  in  this  case  is  material  and 
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obviously  very  diffi('uU  to  (leteriiiine  when  the  authors 
[*  260]   took  a  common  *sul)ject  and  depended  upon  authors  open 

to  lioth  of  them,  and  when  portions  of  the  one  work, 
which  were  said  to  resemhle  portions  of  the  other  work,  might  Ije 
taken  from  those  comnidn  authors  t(»  wliich  each  was  at  liberty  to 
resort. 

First:  There  was  a  common  sul)ject,  which  it  was  very  impor- 
tant to  bear  throughout  in  mind  in  the  consi(ler<nti<m  of  this  case. 
The  subject  was  probably  suggested  to  the  minds  of  l)oth  these 
gentlemen  by  the  prize  which  was  ofl'ered  l)y  the  committee  of 
the  National  P^isteddfod  for  the  best  essay  on  "  The  Origin  (jf  the 
Encrlish  Nation,  with  reference  to  the  Question  how  far  that 
Nation  is  descended  from  the  Ancient  Britt.)ns. "  This  question 
admitted  of  only  two  opinions  :  the  one  being  that  we  were  in  a 

scanty  degree  descended  from  the  ancient  Britons ;  tlu; 
[*261]   other,  that  *  we  were  chiefly  descended  from  them.      And 

perhaps  it  was  not  taking  too  great  a  liberty  with  either  of 
these  two  gentlemen  to  say,  not  tliat  their  minds  would  bo  liiassed 
by  the  (question  being  propounded  t^  them  ))y  a  Welsh  society,  but 
that,  if  they  had  not  been  of  that  o])inion  which  it  was  nmst 
likely  a  Welsh  society  would  entertain,  they  [irolialtly  would  not 
have  been  competitors  for  the  ]>ii/.e. 

Accordingly,  as  was  t<t  be  exjected,  the  writers  of  both  these 
treatises  took  exactly  the  same  \  iew  in  this  resjiect;  namely, 
that  the  ancient  liriton^  laigel\'  ]ire]>ondeiated  as  an  element  of 
the  English  nation.  That  being  so,  each  of  them  would  natuially 
begin  to  look  about  for  tlie  authors  l)earing  on  this  (juestion. 
Suj)]M)sing  them  honn  fide  about  to  produce  an  original  woik,  they 
would  naturally  look  out  for  all  the  older  authorities  who  had 
written  upon  the  subject.  There  were  a  vai'iety  of  authors  on  the 
subject,  especially  Dr.  Piichai'd,  to  whom,  in  the  Hist  instance, 
both    of    them    would    luive    recourse.      They    refeniMl    to    those 

is  siil)staiiti;il  is(li':ir  iipoii  tlic  ilcfcndaiit's  is  entitled  to  iiis  costs  of  tlio  suit,  and  to 

own  sl.'itemoiits.  iin  ju'coiint  and  pavnient  of  his  damaf!;es. 

Tiie    ]»laintiff.    llicrfforc,    lias,    in    my  And   my  view  of  the  damai^es  in  cases  of 

juil<;ment,   made  out   his  case,  anil    he   is  literary  piracy  is,  that  the  defendant  is  to 

entitled   to   an   injunction  to  restrain  the  account  for  every  copy  of  his  book  sold  as 

})nldication  of  tlie  book  in  its  present  state,  if  it  ]ia<l  l)een  a  copy  of  the  plaintiff's,  and 

or  of  any  book  containinc;  the  7th  section  to  pay  the   plaintiff    the   ])rofit  wlii<'h    he 

of   riiapter  I.  of  I'art  III.,  or  section  1  of  would    have    received    from    the    sale    of 

Chapter  W  of   Part  III  ,  and  t<j  an  order  so  many  jidditional  copies,  and  I  adhere  to 

for  the   cancellation  of  those  parts.     He  that  mode  of  assessment. 
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authors  wlio  discussed  the  evidence  of  the  origin  of  the  present 
races;  namely,  existing  liistories  which  had  come  down  to  us  of 
the  adventures  of  these  races;  the  existing  evidence  of  language, 
which  liad  been  traced  with  so  much  skill  by  a  variety  of  authors, 
both  liere  and  on  the  continent;  the  existing  physical  character- 
istics, and  the  existing  customs  and  habits  of  life.  Those  four 
characteristics  would  be  found  in  Prichard,  and  in  almost  every 
author  who  had  taken  upon  himself  to  write  on  national  origin, 
as  traceable  in  the  existing  inhabitants  of  a  country.  Therefore, 
before  approaching  the  question  whether  or  not  one  author  had 
taken  from  the  other,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  a  great  deal 
of  similarity  would  naturally  be  found  in  the  works  of  authors 
writing  on  such  subjects  as  these. 

Then,  secondly,  as  to  the  common  sources  :  When  once  it  was 
established  tliat  there  were  common  sources,  it  would  be  naturally 
expected  that  there  would  be  great  similarity  in  the  statements 
of  the  facts  which  were  narrated  from  those  common  sources. 
Accordingly,  there  might  be  traced,  throughout  the  work  of  the 
defendant,  a  great  similarity  to  the  outline  and  plan  of  that  of 
the  plaintiti'.  With  regard  to  that  part  of  the  case,  his  Lordship 
thought  tliat  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  laid  a  great  deal 
tiio  much  stress  upon  the  *  fact  of  the  divisions  of  the  [*  262] 
sul)ject  in  the  defendant's  work  being  similar  to  the 
divisions  of  the  subject  in  the  plaintiff's  work.  In  the  MSS.  of 
the  original  treatise,  marked  A  and  B,  so  far  as  it  was  called 
original  l)y  the  defendant,  these  very  divisions  were  set  out,  and 
very  naturally,  regard  being  paid  to  all  that  had  been  written  by 
authors  on  this  sul\ject ;  and  it  must  be  taken  that  the  defendant, 
in  his  first  treatise,  which  he  sent  in  for  competition  in  1865, 
before  he  could  possibly  have  seen  the  plaintiff's  treatise,  had 
origiuated  a  division  which  was  proper  and  peculiar  to  a  subject 
of  this  character. 

Then,  as  regards  the  common  sources,  when  once  it  was  estab- 
lished that  there  were  common  sources  upon  a  particular  subject, 
it  amounted  to  nothing  at  all  for  the  plaintiff  to  say,  "  The 
defendant  has  cited  author  after  author  who  have  been  cited  by 
me ;  "  because,  when  the  common  sources  were  referred  to,  it 
would  be  found  that  they  both  got  them  from  the  same  common 
sources.  Therefore,  it  was  most  probable,  when  they  were  each 
treating    of  a  particular  subject,   that  they  should  take  all  the 
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passages  from  these  common  sources  which  would  assist  them  in 
the  development  of  the  subject  which  they  were  treating  of,  and  to 
tind  Suetonius,  Tacitus,  Caisar,  and  so  on,  cited  in  the  one  book 
and  in  the  other,  really  came  to  nothing  when  it  was  found  they 
were  both  citing  the  identical  passages  for  the  most  part  to  be 
found  in  Dr.  Prichard's  book,  t(j  which  both  had  had  recourse. 

The  plaintili  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  copied  a 
passage  in  which  the  plaintiff  quoted  a  Greek  author,  Xiphilinus, 
but  it  was  impossible  for  the  Court  to  fix  upon  the  defendant  a 
quotation  as  derived  from  the  plaintifi's  work,  simply  because, 
the  plaintiff  having  quoted  Xiphilinus,  who  describes  Boadicea  as 
having  yellow  hair,  the  defendant  said  there  were  authors  who 
called  her  golden-haiied. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  had  quoted  an  author  taken 
from  Prichard,  Calpurnius  Flaccus,  who  was  not  quoted  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  added  to  his  quotation  a  passage  from  Tertullian 
which  was  not  inapt  to  the  sul)ject.  These  circumstances  showed 
clearly  that  the  defendant  went  to  the  original  source,  namely, 
Prichaid,  and  that  he  got  those  quotations  from  Piichard  which 

the  plaintiff  got  from  Prichard. 
[*  26M]  *Althougli  the  defendant  might  have  ])een  led  to  look 
more  minutely  into  Prichard  than  he  otherwise  would 
have  done  by  referring  to  the  plaintiff's  work,  still  the  plaintiff 
could  not  say,  "  I,  having  found  these  passages  in  Prichard,  will 
prohibit  all  the  world,  who  may  tind  the  same  passages,  from 
making  use  of  them. "  The  moment  he  had  given  that  degree  of 
liLdit  to  the  defendant  wliich  led  him  to  refer  to  that  common 
source,  if  the  defendant  did  really  and  bond  fide  look  at  that 
common  source,  he  did  all  that  this  Court  required  him  to  do. 
He  must  not  simply  copy  the  passage  from  the  plaintiff's  book, 
but  having  been  }iut  on  to  the  track,  and  having  looked  at  that 
])articular  ])art  of  the  book  which  the  jilaintiff  led  him  to,  he  was 
entitled  to  make  use  of  every  passage  from  that  author  which  the 
plaintiif  had  made  use  of.  Perhaps  it  was  not  doing  the  defend- 
ant (juit(i  justice  to  say  that  looking  into  Prichard  was  wholly 
suggested  to  him  by  the  ])laintiff's  l)ook,  because  in  the  manu- 
scri])t  this  note  is  found,  "See  Prichard,"  although  he  did  not 
mention  the  volume  or  part  of  Prichard  which  had  a  bearing  upon 
this  subject. 

This  really  removed  a  vast  portion  of  the  evidence  which  seemed 
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to  have  impressed  the  Vice-Chancellor  forcibly.  The  ViCE- 
Chaxcellor  said  :  "  Here  is  a  common  plan  ;  here  is  a  common 
origin;  the  plaintiff  has  got  this  plan;  the  defendant  has  got 
this  plan  ;  the  plaintiff  has  these  citations  from  these  authors ; 
he  cites  Suetonius;  the  defendant  cites  Suetonius;  the  plaintiff' 
cites  Tacitus ;  the  defendant  cites  Tacitus, "  and  so  on.  But  by 
referring  to  the  common  sources  from  which  tiiese  things  were 
cited,  it  was  clear  that  the  defendant  had  reduced  materially  any 
legal  consequences  that  could  result  from  the  circumstance  of  the 
books  having  similarity,  for  instance,  similarity  of  plan,  and 
similarity  of  dealing  with  particular  portions  of  the  subject. 

There  was,  however,  one  point  upon-which  the  defendant  had 
not  satisfied  his  Lordship.  His  Lordship  was  not  satisfied,  witli 
reference  to  the  quotations  from  Retzius,  that  the  defendant  did 
not  take  one  quotation  fioni  Eetzius  out  of  the  plaintiff's  book. 
The  Vice-Chaxcellor  asked  very  justly  :  "  If  you  did  not  get 
this  passage  from  the  plaintiff's  book,  tell  me  where  you  got  it." 
That  was  a  very  reasonable  question  to  be  asked  of  the  author  of 
a  subsequent  work  which  contained  the  same  passage  as  a 
prior  one.  *  The  defendant  had  satisfactorily  explained  [*  264] 
all  the  passages  contained  in  the  common  sources  except 
that  passage  from  Eetzius,  as  to  which  his  Lordship  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  taken  from  the  plaintiff's  book. 

As  to  the  passage  in  Livy  relating  to  the  rutihitm  comer.,  it 
seemed  that  Prichard  translated  these  words  "  red  hair ;  "  the 
plaintiff  in  his  book  translated  them  "  reddened  hair,"  and  so  did 
the  defendant.  It  was  of  no  use  for  the  plaintiff  to  use  this 
argument  in  order  to  show  that  the  defendant  did  not  take  this 
from  Prichard,  because  there  was  good  reason  to  think  that  he 
did  go  to  Prichard.  The  defendant  appeared  to  be  fairly 
acquainted  with  Latin,  and  might  have  translated  the  word 
rittilatce  "  reddened,"  just  as  the  plaintiff  had  translated  it  "  red- 
dened. "  Besides  that,  he  said  that  he  had  looked  at  the  German 
translation  from  Livy,  and  found  exactly  the  same  translation  of 
the  word  rutilatw  as  the  plaintiff's,  namely,  "  reddened, "  tliat  is 
to  say  "  red  coloured,"  showing,  therefore,  tliat  from  his  own 
resources  he  might  very  well  have  been  led  to  that,  even  if  it 
was  assumed  that  he  was  not  well  acquainted  with  Latin.  In 
addition  to  that  there  was  a  French  translation,  which  contained 
exactly  the  same  expression. 
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His  Lordship,  therefore,  came  to  the  conclusion,  from  the  use 
of  those  words,  that  there  liad  not  been  a  copying  from  the  plain- 
tiff in  that  respect.  The  plaintilf  had  not  made  out  a  slavish 
copying  by  the  defendant,  who  seemed  merely  to  have  been  put 
on  the  scent  of  what  authors  to  look  to;  and,  looking  into 
Prichard,  he  dealt  with  the  quotations  as  he  found  them,  adding 
something  of  his  own  upon  the  subject  of  red  hair;  and  quoting, 
also,  the  passage  from  Tertullian.  Therefore,  so  far,  the  YiCE- 
Chancellor  had  laid  a  great  deal  too  much  stiess  upon  these 
similarities,  which  were  numerous,  but  which  were  well  and 
properly  accounted  for,  considering  that  there  was  a  common 
subject  propounded,  a  common  mode  of  treating  that  subject 
which  was  open  to  both.  With  regard  to  all  the  various  passages, 
with  the  exception  of  Retzius,  the  defendant  had  l)een  to  the 
common  source,  had  worked  out  of  tliat  common  source,  had 
laboured  there,  and  had  })roduced  something  of  his  own  in 
addition. 

There  was  then  the  case  of  the  estimate  as  to  the  relative 
number  of  light-haired  people  and  dark-haired  people. 
[*  265]  The  plaintiff  took  *  his  estimate  of  the  population  of 
London  from  the  tables  of  1841,  which  included  Surrey 
and  Middlesex.  The  defendant  professed  to  found  his  from  the 
taV)les  of  1(S61,  but  his  Lordship  was  not  satisfied  that  the 
defendant  did  look  to  the  tables  of  1861. 

Then  as  to  tlie  two  passages  of  the  defendant's  book  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  injunction.  The  first  passage  was  with 
reference  to  Gildas ;  but  his  Lordship  thought  that  the  defendant 
had  been  aware  of  the  existence  of  such  a  work  as  Gildas  before 
he  saw  the  plaintiff's  book,  for  there  was  an  absurd  mistake  in 
the  statement  of  Gildas  having  copied  Bede.  Still  it  was  clear 
that  he  added  one  passage  about  Gildas  after  he  knew  of  the 
plaintiff's  book.  There  was  now  no  dis]»ute  whatever  about  that, 
although  there  was  a  denial  in  the  answer,  and  it  must  be  taken 
that  the  passage  about  Gildas  was  written  by  the  defendant  with 
the  plaintiff's  book  before  him. 

Then  the  (luestion  was,  what  use  had  lie  made  of  it  ?  He  did  not 
say  that  he  had  made  any  use  of  the  plaintiff's  book  at  all.  The 
worst  part  of  the  defendant's  case  was,  that  he  did  not  make  the 
frank  admission  —  which  he  was  bound  to  make  —  that  he  made 
use   of  the   plaintiff's  book;   but  he   said   that  he   went   to  the 
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common  sources,  such  as  the  "  Monumenta  Historica,"  and  that 
was  all  that  he  did.  No  doubt  he  did  go  to  the  common  source, 
but  the  plaintiff  said,  "  I  do  not  doubt  that  you  examined  the 
'  Monumenta  Historica, '  but  you  have  made  a  great  deal  more  use 
of  my  book  than  you  ought  to  have  made. " 

[His  Lordship  then  gave  his  reasons  for  concluding  that  the 
defendant  took  certain  comments  on  Gildas,  not  from  the  plain- 
tiff's book,  but  from  Sir  T.  D.  Hardy's  preface  to  "  Monumenta 
Historica. "] 

The  result,  therefore,  of  the  whole  case  was  this :  The  defend- 
ant was  led  to  look  into  the  particular  portions  of  Frichard  by 
some  of  the  quotations  of  the  plaintiff',  pjcing  directed  to  that 
part  of  Frichard,  he  did  go  to  Frichard 's  book,  for  there  is  in  his 
book  a  passage  omitted  by  the  plaintiff.  He  was  directed,  by 
a  passage  in  the  plaintiff's  book  which  referred  to  Gildas,  to 
inquire  into  Gildas,  which  possibly  he  never  might  have  done  if 
the  plaintiff  had  not  led  the  way  by  pointing  to  that  author  and 
to  the  work  of  Sir  T.  I).  Hardy.  Tpon  perusing  Sir  T.  I). 
Hardy's  work,  the  defentlant  found  an  account  of  Gildas, 
and  a  reference  to  Xennius,  and  *  certain  remarks  of  [*266] 
Gibbon;  and  then  he  folbiwed  out  tlinse  remarks  by  such 
remarks  as  he  himself  made  upon  the  whole  subject. 

It  seemeil  to  his  Lordship  that  the  Yi(;k-CJha>jcellor  had  failed 
to  do  justice  to  the  defendant  in  this  respect.  He  laid  great 
weight  on  the  common  division  of  the  subject,  but  that  was  not  a 
matter  fairly  admitting  of  the  weight  which  his  Honour  attached 
to  it.  He  also  laid  great  weight  on  the  fact  of  the  same  authors 
being  cited,  and  then  wound  up  by  asking  the  defendant,  "  If  you 
did  not  get  them  from  the  plaintiff,  where  did  you  get  them 
from  ?  "  The  answer  to  that  question  was,  if  there  be  a  common 
source,  that  he  got  them  horn  that  common  source. 

The  plaintiff'  had  also  made  out  a  catalogue  of  authors  con- 
sulted, but  he  could  not  be  held  to  be  exclusively  entitled  to  that 
list. 

Having  come  to  the  conclusion  with  regard  to  Fictzius,  that 
there  was  a  taking  from  the  plaintiff's  work  of  that  particular 
quotation,  and  with  regard  to  the  population  tables,  that  there 
was  a  suggestion  made  by  the  plaintiff  which  the  defendant 
availed  himself  of  in  order  to  make  his  estimate  larger  than  that 
of  the  plaintiff,  namely,  half  instead  of  one-third,  the  Court  had 
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to  consider  exactly  how  the  case  stood  with  reference  to  granting 
an  injunction  in  such  a  state  of  things  as  that.  No  doubt  the 
course  adopted  by  the  defendant  was  open  to  a  great  deal  of 
observation ;  but  it  had  led  the  Vice-Chaxcellok  to  a  conclusion 
more  adverse  to  tlie  defendant  than  was  altogether  justified, 
though  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  great  reason  to  entertain  a  very 
strong  feeling  of  distrust  of  the  defendant's  case.  First,  there 
was  the  answer,  which  undoubtedly  stated  the  case  in  a  manner 
which,  if  not  intended  to  mislead,  was  calculated  in  the  highest 
degree  to  do  so.  If  the  defendant  had  simply  said  that  he 
wrote  the  passage  about  Gildas  after  seeing  the  plaintiff's  book, 
he  might  have  spared  the  plaintifi"  the  necessity  of  calling  some 
of  the  witnesses  and  have  saved  a  great  deal  of  the  cross- 
examination,  and  therefore  a  great  deal  of  time  to  everybody 
concerned  in  the  case,  including  himself.  If  the  defendant  had 
been  disposed  to  do  what  common  fairness  and  justice  required 
him  to  do,  to  say  nothing  of  the  oath  which  he  took  when  he  put 
in  his  answer,  and  had  fairly  said,  "  I  acknowledge  my  obliga- 
tions to  this  gentleman  in  putting  me  on  a  course  of  tlior- 
[*  267]  ough  critical  investigation  of  Gildas,  to  begin  with  ;  *  I  beg- 
to  express  my  obligations  to  him  in  giving  me  the  idea, 
through  the  medium  of  the  tables  to  which  I  have  had  resort,  of 
investigating  the  population  of  London,  and  the  number  of  persons 
brought  up  from  the  country,  and  I  beg  also  to  express  my  obliga- 
tions to  him  for  pointing  out  that  passage  in  Retzius  which 
escaped  my  attention,"  nobody  could  have  blamed  him  as  being  a 
pirate,  or  have  said  that  what  he  had  done  amounted  to  piracy. 
That  course,  unfortunately,  was  not  taken,  and  the  plaintiff's 
book  had  been  unhandsomely  dealt  with  by  the  defendant,  whilst 
there  had  not  been  that  recognition  of  the  plaintifi's  work  which 
there  ought  to  have  been.  Further  than  that,  that  passage  in  the 
answer  did  justify  the  Court  in  saying  that  the  defendant  ought 
not  to  have  any  costs,  because  that  passage  had  occasioned  a  great 
deal  of  the  litigation,  and  if  the  whole  matter  had  been  stated  in 
the  answer  in  a  straightforward  manner,  and  clearly,  and  at  once, 
as  it  had  ])een  subsequently  stated,  the  plaintiff  might  possibly 
have  stopped  the  suit  altogether,  and  certainly  would  not  have 
incurred  anything  like  the  expense  he  had  been  ])ut  to  in  carrying 
it  on.  His  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  bill  should  have 
been  dismissed,  but,  under  the  circumstances,  without  costs. 
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8ir  Ct.  M.  Giffari),  L.  J.,  said  that  he  had  only  a  few  observa- 
tions tu  add  to  tlie  judgment  which  tlie  Lord  Chancellor  had 
delivered.  First,  with  regard  to  the  general  nature  of  tlie  two 
books.  The  plaintitf  undertook  a  mure  formidable  task  than  was 
ever  undertaken  before  in  any  copyright  case ;  fur  there  was  the 
fact,  that  the  two  parties  started  with  exactly  the  same  theme  to 
treat  of.  That  was  beyond  all  questiun.  These  books  were  writ- 
ten with  reference  to  a  prize  that  was  proposed  to  be  given  by  a 
society  in  Wales.  They  started  with  a  desire  to  arrive  at,  as 
nearly  as  possible,  the  same  conclusion,  and  with  a  desire,  no 
doubt,  to  glorify  the  Ancient  Britons  as  much  as  could  be  done. 
Mureover,  what  may  be  tended  the  platform  divisions,  by  means 
of  which  they  worked  out  their  books,  were  very  nearly  the  same, 
and  were  for  the  most  part  taken  from  Dr.  Prichard's  book,  and 
thus  they  were  at  once  found  starting  entirely  in  the  same  groove. 
Besides,  their  books  consisted  mainly  of  results  gathered  from 
other  authorities,  and  could  not,  in  the  true  sense  of  the 
word,  be  treated  as  original,  except  to  a  very  *  slight  [*  268] 
extent.  As  to  this,  the  Vice-Chancellor  laid  down  most 
accurately  in  liis  judgment,  "  that  there  is  no  monopoly  in  the 
main  theory  of  the  plaintiff,  or  in  the  theories  and  speculations 
by  which  he  has  supported  it,  nor  even  in  the  use  of  the  pub- 
lished results  of  his  own  observations. "  It  would,  therefore,  at 
once  appear,  that  the  task  undertaken  by  the  plaintiff  was  an 
almost  impossible  one,  unless  he  could  show  that  there  were  sub- 
stantial passages  either  actually  copied,  or  copied  with  mere 
colourable  alteration.  It  would  not  do  to  show  merely  one  or  two 
passages,  but  some  material  part  of  the  book  must  be  shown  to 
have  been  taken.  Having  looked  through  the  books  very  care- 
fully, his  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  only  two  points  on 
which  the  defendant  had  been  completely  touched  were  the  points 
as  to  Retzius  and  the  population  returns.  As  to  Eetzius,  it  was 
his  belief  that  the  defendant  took  that  from  the  plaintiff's  book ; 
but  taking  that  one  passage  from  the  plaintiff's  book  would  be 
no  ground  for  granting  an  injunction.  As  regards  the  population 
returns,  his  Lordship  believed  that  the  defendant  did  not  go  to 
the  1861  tables;  and  also  believed,  that  what  he  termed  his  obser- 
vations were  founded  upon  calculations  from  the  plaintiff's  table ; 
but  that,  again,  would  be  no  ground  for  granting  an  injunction. 
If,  in  point  of  fact,  the  defendant  had  confessed  that  he  had  done 


124  COPYKIGHT. 


No.  7.  —  Pike  v.  Nicholas,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  268,  269. 


that  particular  thing,  the  an.swer  would  have  been  at  once,  that 
was  a  use  which  he  might  make  of  the  materials  wliich  weie 
furnished  to  him  \)y  the  plaintili'  in  his  book.  The  plaintiff  in 
respect  of  that  was  not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  for  it  was 
neither  copying,  nor  copying  with  a  colourable  alteration.  Then, 
this  further  observation  might  be  maile,  that  upon  referring  to 
the  MSS.  it  was  beyond  all  question  that  great  labour  and  a  large  ' 
amount  of  time  must  have  been  employed,  even  if  the  mere  labour 
of  writing  those  MSS.  and  nothing  else  was  consideied;  but  his 
Lordship  was  satisfied  that  the  defendant  bestowed  a  great  deal  of 
labour  and  time  on  those  MSS.,  and  also,  that  there  was,  on  his 
part,  at  all  events,  some  research.  His  Lordship  was  also  satis- 
fied of  this,  which,  in  dealing  with  a  question  of  copyright  with 
reference  to  books  sucli  as  these,  was  of  great  importance, —  that 
the  book  of  the  defendant  was  his  own  composition,  in  this  .sense, 

that  wherever  lie  got  the  materials  from  they  were  worked 
[*  269]    up  by  him  intt)  his  own  *  language.      No  doubt  that  was 

what  the  Vice  Chancellor  referred  to  when  he  said  that 
tlie  defendant  was  very  skilful  in  using  materials  which  he  liad 
gathered  from  other  sources,  and  had  worked  them  up  in  his  own 
shape  and  language,  lietween  the  style  of  the  plaintift"  and  the 
style  of  the  defendant  there  was  a  very  material  difference ;  tlie 
defendant  did  not  write  at  all  in  the  plaintiff's  style,  nor  the 
plaintiff  in  the  defendant's  style.  That  brought  his  Lordship  to 
the  conclusion  that  there  liad  been  really  no  such  use  made  by 
the  defendant  of  the  ])Lnintih's  book  as  entitled  the  jilaintifi' to  an 
injunction,  though  the  defendant  was  much  more  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff's  l)ook  than  he  had  at  all  admitted.  His  LordshijD  was 
satisfied  that  the  suggestion  to  the  defendant  with  reference  to 
Gildas  was  from  the  plaintiff's  book,  and  that  he  had  also  made 
use  of  other  suggestions  from  the  plaintiff's  book ;  but,  still,  that 
he  had  not  made  use  of  them  in  such  a  way  as  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff'to  an  injunction.  His  Lordship  had  not  the  least  doubt  that 
the  defendant  examined  for  himself  the  prior  authors  to  whom 
reference  had  been  made,  especially  Hardy's  "  Monumenta  Histor- 
icn, "  and  Tricliard's  "  Physical  History  of  ]\Lankind, "  and  probably 
he  had  some  other  resources.  That  being  so,  no  injunction  could 
be  granted.  Tlie  book  was  really  the  com])osition  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  written  in  his  nwn  language.  As  to  the  costs,  his  Lord- 
ship was  rejoiced  to  think  that  it  was  in  the  ])Ower  of  this  Court 
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ti)  dismiss  this  bill,  so  that,  at  all  events,  the  defendant  would  get 
no  costs  of  any  kind,  or  in  any  shape.  In  the  first  place,  the 
answer  contained  a  passage  which  was  not  justified,  which  it  was 
hardly  too  strong  to  say  was  wholly  untrue.  His  Lordship  thought 
further  that  the  defendant's  evidence  in  the  Court  below  was  not 
ingenuous ;  and  if  the  Vice-Chancellor  granted  an  injunction 
against  him,  the  defendant  had  only  himself  to  thank  for  it.  His 
Lordship  hoped  and  trusted  that  it  would  be  a  lesson  to  the  de- 
fendant; he  would  act  far  more  wisely  if  he  dealt  in  these  matters 
fairly  and  openly,  and  if  when  he  took  the  labour  of  another  he 
acknowledged  it.  To  some  extent  he  had  taken  the  labour  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case ;  and  if  he  had  freely,  fairly,  and  openly 
acknowledged  it,  the  plaintiff  would  not,  as  his  Lordship  believed, 
have  brought  the  suit  into  Court. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

Examples  of  the  rule  that  a  man  is  not  allowed  to  servilely  avail 
himself  of  the  work  of  another,  are  afforded  by  such  cases  as  Maple  & 
Co.  V.  Junior  Arm,/  &  Navy  Stores  (C.  A.  1882),  21  Ch.  D.  369,  52 
L.  J.  Ch.  67,  47  L.  T.  589,  31  W.  R.  70;  Walter  v.  Stein Jwj^ff  (1892), 
1892,  3  Ch.  489,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  521,  67  L.  T.  184;  and  JarroM  v.  IJoid- 
i<fon  (1857),  3  K.  &  J.  708  (see  citation  from  the  judgment,  p.  82, 
ante). 

The  matter  copied  must,  however,  be  material  and  substantial. 
Chatterton  v.  Cace  (H.  L.  1878),  3  App.  Cas.  483,  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  545, 
38  L.  T.  397,  26  W.  R.  498.  In  that  case  the  plaintiffs  were  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  copyright  in  a  drama  founded  upon  Eugene  Sue's  well- 
known  novel,  "  Le  Juif  Errant."  This  dramatic  version  contained 
two  scenes  which  were  not  suggested  by  the  novel,  but  had  been  added 
l)y  the  adapter.  The  defendant  produced  another  adaptation  which 
contained  the  two  added  scenes  of  the  plaintiff's  drama,  but  was  in  other 
respects  founded  entirely  upon  the  novel  itself.  It  bad  been  found  as 
a  fact  by  Lord  CoLERTixiE,  who  tried  the  case  witliout  a  jury,  that  with 
the  exception  of  the  added  scenes,  the  woi-k  was  not  a  copy  from,  or 
colourable  imitation  of  tlie  plaintiff's  drama.  The  House  of  Lords 
unanimously  affirmed  the  two  unanimous  judgments  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  and  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  held  that,  as  the  added 
scenes  were  not  in  point  of  fact  a  material  and  substantial  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  work,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  retain  the  judgment  entered  in  his  favour. 

The  remarks  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Wilkins  v.  Alkln  (1810),  17  Ves. 
422,  11  E.  R.  118,  also  support  the  view  that  the  cop3-ing  must  be 
material. 
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AMERICAN    NOTES. 

The  difference  between  an  abridgment  and  a  compilation  is  admirably 
pointed  out  in  Slori/'s  Erh-x  v.  Uolcomhe,  4  INlcLean  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  30(5, 
and  the  greater  weak nes.s  of  tlie  latter  is  .shown.  This  doctrine  is  instruc- 
tively applied  in  List  J'lth.  Co.  v.  Keller,  oO  Federal  Reporter,  772,  where 
it  is  held  that  a  comitiler  of  a  society  directory  nuiy  not  copy  a  pre- 
vious work,  and  the  case  of  Kclh/  v.  Mnn-is  is  cited  and  its  doctrine 
adopted.  The  Court  say  :  "  They  are  designed  to  provide  a  catalogue 
in  convenient  form  of  the  names  and  addres.ses  of  a  .selected  cla.ss  of 
eligible  persons.  They  are  original  to  the  extent  that  the  selection  is 
original.  Their  commercial  value  depends  upon  the  judgment  and  knowl- 
edge of  the  author  respecting  the  .social  standing  and  society  relations 
of  a  limited  class  of  the  general  public.  When  the  selection  is  made,  eacli 
compiler  must  of  necessity  reproduce  the  same  names  and  addresses,  so  far  as 
the  selections  coincide,  and  must  arrange  them  in  al]>habHtipal  o)-(ler.  Tlie 
law  of  copyright  only  requires  the  suljsequent  compiler  to  do  for  himself  that 
which  the  first  compiler  has  done.  'J'he  same  .souices  of  oiiginal  information 
are  open  to  each.  Either  of  the  present  parties  could  lawfidly  use  the  genera! 
city  directory  to  ol)tain  the  correct  addresses  of  the  selected  ]>ersons  ;  nor  is  it 
doubted  that  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  use  the  eonqilainant's  book  for 
the  purjutse  of  verifying  the  ortliogra])liy  of  the  nauies.  or  the  correctness 
of  the  addres.ses  of  the  persons  selecti^d.  Uiit  if  the  defendant  has  used  the 
List  to  save  him.self  the  trouble  of  niakini;  an  independent  selection  or  cla.ssi- 
tication  of  the  persons  whose  names  apj)eai-  in  the  Social  Register,  although 
he  may  have  done  so  to  a  very  limited  extent,  he  has  infringed  the  conijilain- 
ant's  copyright."  The  defendant's  book  contained  only  about  1.800  of  the 
6.000  names  in  tlie  jilaintiff's,  Imt  as  it  also  contained  .')9  noticeable  errors  of 
the  plaintiff's  liook.  it  was  deenii'd  clear  that  it  was  but  a  co|)y.  although  it  did 
"abridge"  the  number  of  peojile  apparently  in  "society." 

In  Chilx  V.  GronlundAl  Federal  Re[>orter.  14;"),  it  was  held  an  infiingemcnt 
to  copy  the  definitions  in  a  Swedish-English  dictionary,  no  matter  how  short, 
and  aithout'h  tiie  roots  in  words  of  different  terminations  from  the  same  root 
were  omitted. 

The  case  of  Gilmore  v.  AmJrr.wn. '^8  Federal  Reporter.  840.  is  in.structive. 
This  was  an  action  Vu-ought  by  tlie  author  of  a  Life  of  l're.sident  (iarfield  for  in- 
fringement by  a  book  entitled  "  From  Canal  Roy  to  President,"  The  Court  .said  : 
"The  most  difficult  (piestion  is  whether  there  has  in  fact  been  any  substantial 
infringement.  Some  of  the  parts  in  question  are  (flotations  from  con vei'sat ions, 
letters,  and  sjieeches  ;  in  some,  prominent  words  of  statements  are  taken,  and 
nsed  with  otliers  to  convey  the  same  idea:  in  others,  the  su1)stance  of  exjires- 
sion  is  taken  with  small  variations  of  language  ;  and  in  some  instances  por- 
tions of  consi<lerable  length  are  copied  verhdt'nn.  The  speeches,  letters,  ami 
conversations,  taken  l)y  themselves  alone,  are  facts  not  understood  to  be  the 
subjects  of  a  copyright.  Carij  v.  LonyntniK  1  East.  :i.")S  :  Ptnidst  v.  Muncheater. 
VJS  I'.  S.  244.  But  that  these  were  u.sed  in  making  nj*  the  work  co]\vrighted 
would  not  seem  to  deprive  it  of  protertion.     2  Kent,  Conim.  •■!81  ;  Callaghnn 
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V.  Myers,  128  U.  S.  617.  Neither  doe.s  the  using  of  parts  as  quotations  appear 
to  avoid  liability  for  taking  them  to  make  up  another  work.  2  Kent's  Comm., 
:i82.  .  .  .  The  work  of  Gilmore  was  written  for  a  presidential  campaign,  and 
that  of  Alger  for  young  persons,  and  this  difference  of  purposes  is  relied  upon 
as  a  justification.  But  the  author's  right  is  absolute  when  perfected,  and  the 
jiurpose  of  invasion  nowhere  appears  to  be  made  an  excuse  for  it.  According 
to  the  defendant  Alger's  own  account  of  his  writing  his  book,  he  procured 
Gilmore's  and  others  at  the  beginning,  and  wrote  important  parts  of  his  with 
Gilmore's  constantly  open  before  him.  Still  the  use  made  of  other  parts  than 
the  second  and  third  parts  of  Gilmore's  book  would  not  indicate  as  matter  of 
fact  a  material  appropriation  of  his  writing.  But  so  much  of  the  ideas,  lan- 
guage, and  mode  of  expression  of  Gilmore  in  the,se  chapters  is  carried  into 
the  defendant's  book  as  to  .show  that  Alger  did  not  stop  with  the  use  of  Gil- 
more's book  for  information  only,  but  appropriated  parts  of  it  to  making  up 
his  own.  This,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Callaghan 
V.  Myers,  128  U.  S.  617,  as  well  as  other  authorities  before  mentioned,  appears 
to  amount  to  infringement  of  the  exclusive  privilege  held  out  by  the  copyright. 
Some  of  the  material  from  Gilmore's  book  so  used  by  Alger  had  previously 
been  used  by  others,  without  right,  and  was  taken  by  him  from  their  works. 
That  he  found  it  there  is  somewhat  relied  upon  as  a  gi'ound  for  considering  it 
public  property.  Those  acts  of  others  would  not,  however,  remove  the  pro- 
tection of  the  copyright,  nor  furnish  any  excuse  for  him." 

In  Callac/hun  v.  Myers,  supra,  the  Court  cite  with  approval  the  language  of 
the  Court  below  as  follows:  "  It  is  true  that  in  each  volume,  perhaps  in  the 
majority  of  cases,  there  is  the  appearance  of  independent  labour  performed  by 
them,  without  regard  to  the  volumes  prepared  by  ]\Ir.  Freeman;  but  yet  in 
every  volume  it  is  also  apparent  that  Mr.  Freeman's  volumes  were  used  ;  in 
some  instances  words  and  sentences  copied  without  change,  in  others  changed 
only  in  form ;  and  the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  for  a  large  portion  of  the 
work  performed  in  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  editors  did  not  resort  to 
original  sources  of  information,  but  obtained  their  information  from  the  vol- 
umes of  iNIr.  Freeman.  Undoubtedly  it  was  competent  for  an  editor  to  take 
the  opinions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  possibly  from  the  volumes  of  ]\Ir. 
Freeman,  and  make  an  independent  work  ;  but  it  is  always  attended  with 
great  risk  for  a  person  to  sit  down,  and  with  the  copyrighted  volume  of  law 
reports  before  him,  undertake  to  make  an  independent  report  of  a  case.  It  is 
not  difficult  to  do  this,  going  to  the  original  sources  of  information,  to  the 
decisions  of  the  Court,  the  briefs  of  counsel,  the  records  on  file  in  the  clerk's 
office,  without  regard  to  the  regular  volumes  of  reports.  And  any  one  who 
has  tried  it  can  readily  understand  the  difference  lietween  the  head-notes  of 
two  persons,  equally  good  lawyers,  and  equally  critical  in  the  examination  of 
an  opinion,  when  they  are  made  up  independent  of  each  other ;  and  bearing  in 
mind  this  fact,  it  seems  to  be  beyond  controversy,  that  although  in  many,  and 
perhaps  in  most  instances,  there  is  a  very  considerable  difference  between  the 
head-notes  of  the  defendant's  volumes  and  those  of  the  plaintiff's,  the  latter 
have  been  freely  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  fonner." 

Both  principal  cases  are  much  cited  in  Drone  on  Copyright. 
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No    8.  — GOUBAUD  v.  WALLACE. 
(q.  b.  d.  1877.) 

RULE. 

Copyright  exists  independently  of  registration,  and  the 
owner  of  a  copyright  work  may  sue  in  respect  of  infringe- 
ments which  have  taken  place  prior  to  registration. 

Goubaud  and  another  v.  Wallace. 

36  L.  T.  704-70.5  (s.  c.  2.5  W.  R.  604). 

Copyright.  —  Ilegistratiun. 

[704]     The  registration  of  copyright  is  a  condition  precedent  to  sning  for 
infringement,  Init  not  to  the  existence  of  the  copyright  itself,  and  that 
the  infringement  took  place  prior  to  registration  is  no  defence. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  a  statement  of  defence  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  copyright.  The  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  proprietors  of  the  copyright  in  a  l)Ook  published  in 
})arts,  and  called  "Life  of  the  Earl  of  Beaeonsfield,"  and  had, before 
action  brought,  entered  their  proprietorship  in  the  registry  of  the 
Stationers'  Company,  as  required  by  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  24,  set 
forth  below,  and  that  the  defendant,  being  the  printer  and  the  pub- 
lisher of  the  newspaper  called  the  "  Morning  Advertiser,"  infringed 
the  said  copyright  by  publishing  portions  of  tlie  plaintiffs'  book  in 
the  said  newspaper. 

The  material  defence  was  that  the  plaintifl's  liad  not  made  the 
entry  required  by  the  statute  before  the  alleged  infringement. 

To  this  defence  the  plaintiffs  demurred,  on  the  ground  that  the 
entiy  need  not  have  been  made  before  infringement. 

The  material  sections  of  the  Copyright  Act,  1842,  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  45,  are  as  follows :  — 

13.  It  sliall  ho  lawful  for  the  proprietor  of  copyright  in  any  hook 
lieretofore  puhli.shed,  or  any  hook  lun-eafter  to  be  published,  to 
[*  705]  make  entry  in  the  registry  hook  of  *  the  Stationers'  Company, 
of  the  title  of  such  book,  the  time  of  the  first  publication 
thereof,  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  publisher  thereof,  and  the 
name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  i)r()priet()r  of  the  cai)yright  of  the  said 
book,  or  of  any  portion  of  such  copyriglit   in  the  form  in  that  behalf 
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given  in  tlie  schedule  to  this  Act  annexed,  upon  paj'ment  of  the  .sum  of 
five  shillings  to  the  officer  of  the  said  company;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  every  such  registered  jiroprietor  to  assign  his  interest  or  any  portion 
of  his  interest  therein  by  making  entry  in  the  said  book  of  registry  of 
such  assignmeut,  and  of  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  assignee 
thereof,  in  the  form  given  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  schedule,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  like  sum;  and  such  assignment  so  entered  shall  be  effect- 
tual  in  law  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  without  being 
subject  to  any  stamp  or  duty,  and  shall  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect 
as  if  such  assignment  had  been  made  by  deed. 

24.  No  proprietor  of  copyright  in  any  book  which  shall  be  first  pub- 
lished after  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  maintain  any  action  or  suit  at 
law  or  in  equity,  or  any  summary  proceedings  in  respect  of  any  in- 
fringement of  such  cop3'right,  unless  he  shall  before  commencing  such 
action,  suit,  or  proceeding,  have  caused  an  entry  to  be  made  in  the 
book  of  registry  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  of  such  book  pursuant  to 
this  Act :  Provided  always,  that  the  omission  to  make  such  entry  shall 
not  affect  the  copyright  in  any  book,  but  only  the  right  to  sue  or  pro- 
ceed in  respect  of  the  infringement  thereof  as  aforesaid;  provided  also 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prejudice  the  remedies  which  the 
jiroprietor  of  the  sole  liberty  of  representing  any  dramatic  piece  shall 
have  by  virtue  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  third  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
late  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth,  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to 
dramatic  literar^y*  property,  or  of  this  Act,  although  no  entry  shall  be 
made  in  the  book  of  registry  aforesaid. 

Atlierley  Jones,  for  the  plaintiffs,  referred  to  Copinger  on  Copy- 
right, p.  72,  and  argued  that  the  words  of  sect.  24  threw  no  burden 
on  the  proprietor  of  a  copyright  to  register  before  action,  and  that 
without  express  words  no  such  burden  could  exist. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  H.  Giffard,  Q.  C),  with  him  Buller 
and  Child,  for  the  defendant,  cited  Cassell  v.  Stiff,  2  K.  &  J.  279, 
per  Wood,  V.  C.  ;  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12,  and  argued  that  tlie  intention 
of  the  Legislature  was  that  registration  should  take  place  imme- 
diately on  the  copyright  being  acquired,  inasmuch  as  upon  any 
other  construction  of  the  law,  infringements  might  take  place  with- 
out any  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  person  infringing. 

Atherley  Jones,  in  reply,  cited  Beckford  v.  Hood,  7  T.  E.  620 
4  R.  E.  527. 

Mellor,  J.  I  have  been  much  perplexed  by  the  consideration 
of  the  practical  difficulties  which  may  arise  from  our  giving  a 
literal  construction  to  the  section,  but  in  the  end  I  have  come  to 
VOL.  vir.  —  9 


130  COPYKICHT. 


No.  8.  —  Goubaud  v.  WaUace,  36  L.  T.  706. 


the  conclusion  that  we  cannot  do  otherwise  than  give  that  con- 
struction to  it.  It  is  phiin  that  the  statute  5  l^  6  Wri.  c.  45, 
affected  a  material  alteration  in  the  law.  [The  learned  judge  read 
sects.  13  and  24  and  proceeded:]  1  am  of  opinion  tluit  under  the.se 
sections  the  registration  of  copyright  is  merely  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  bringing  an  action  for  infringement,  and  not  to  the 
existence  of  the  copyright  itself.  Registration,  in  fact,  is  necessary 
only  to  perfect  the  right  to  sue,  not  to  create  it. 

Field,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  tluit  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  judgment,  and  on  this  point  I  have  now  no  doubt  whatever.  On 
reading  the  statute  of  Anne  and  other  statutes  in  pari  materia,  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  not  only  that  the  language  is  clear, 
but  also  that  the  language  carries  out  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. The  statute  of  Anne  recognised  the  existence  of  copyright, 
but  protected  it  only  by  the  imposition  of  penalties  for  }>iracy.  Xot 
long  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Anne  came  Bedford  v.  Hood 
(supra),  in  which  it  was  held  that  an  action  lay  for  infringement 
notwithstanding  the  penalties,  the  imposition  (jf  which,  by  the 
statute,  it  had  before  been  thought,  bai'red  the  possessor  of  the 
copyright  of  the  remedy  by  action.  It  seems  perhaps  unnecessary 
to  give  a  specific  remedy  by  action  on  the  case  as  it  is  given  by 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  15.  Now  the  Solicitor-General  relied  on  sect. 
24  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  and  argued  that  it  could  never  have  been 
intended  that  that  section  should  allow  the  proprietor  of  a  copy- 
right to  delay  registration  as  long  as  he  pleased,  so  long  as  he 
registered  before  ai^tion.  But  looking  to  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  100,  i)assed 
in  the  same  session,  witli  reference  to  copyright  of  designs,  we  find 
that  where  the  intenti(jn  was  diilerent,  different  words  are  used. 
By  sect.  4  of  this  Act  it  is  enacted  that  "  no  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  take  the  benefit  of  this  Act,  with  regard  to  any  design 
in  respect  of  the  application  thereof  to  ornamenting  any  article  of 
manufacture,  or  any  such  substance,  unless  sucli  design  have,, 
before  publication  thereof,  been  registered  according  to  this 
Act.  ..."  To  see  the  oltject  of  registration,  we  must  look  at 
the  words  of  tlie  statute,  and  these  show  a  clear  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  Legislature  to  alter  the  law.  They  had  the  clause  of 
the  statute  of  Anne  before  them,  and  might  have  adopted  if  they 
pleased,  but  they  did  not  adopt  it.  The  preamble  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45, 
shows  that  tliey  intended  to  go  beyond  that  clause.  This  pream- 
ble states  thiit  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  copy- 
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right,  and  to  afford  greater  encouragement  to  the  production  of 
literary  works  of  lasting  benefit  to  the  world.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  Legislature  intended  to  alter  the  law,  and  to  give  the 
right  of  action  at  once.  '  Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 


ENGLISH    NOTES. 

The  view  that  the  Copyright  Acts  deal  with  two  matters,  namely, 
the  right  of  exclusive  reproduction  and  the  registration  of  that  right, 
is  supported  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  London  Print- 
ing, &c.  Alliance  v.  Cox  (1891),  1891,  3  Ch.  291,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  707,  65 
L.  T.  60,  to  which  reference  has  been  made  on  another  point  (p.  74, 
ante).  The  Court  there  held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained 
by  either  plaintiff.  One  of  the  phiiutiffs  had  parted  with  his  copy- 
right, and  the  registration  of  himself  as  owner  did  not  confer  a  right 
of  action.  The  other  plaintiff  (the  company)  could  not  sue,  as  they 
had  not  been  registered  as  proprietors. 

Under  the  earlier  Acts  this  distinction  was  clearer,  and  accordingly 
in  Beckford  v.  Hood  (179S),  7  T.  E.  620,  4  R.  R.  527,  it  was  held 
that  an  action  against  the  pirate  for  damages  could  be  maintained, 
although  the  work  was  not  registered  at  Stationers'  Hall. 

It  may  here  be  observed  that  ui)on  the  subject  of  this  rule  there  is  an 
essential  distinction  between  literary  copyright  and  the  purely  statu- 
tory protection  given  to  paintings,  drawings,  and  plu)togra[)hs  by  25  & 
26  Vict.  c.  68.  By  section  4  of  that  Act,  "  no  action  shall  be  sustain- 
able, nor  any  penalty  be  recoverable  in  respect  of  anj'thing  done  before 
registration."  The  essential  character  of  the  distinction  is  illustrated 
by  the  case  of  Nottage  v.  Jackson  (C.  A.  1883),  11  Q.  B.  D.  627,  52  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  760,  49  L.  T.  339,  32  W.  K.  106,  referred  to  in  the  notes  to 
No.  3  (^Gnice  v.  Newman),  p.  90,  supra. 

On  the  other  hand,  engravings,  &c.,  having  the  name  of  the  pro- 
prietor engraved  upon  them  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  8  Geo.  II.  c.  13 
(extended  by  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  12,  s.  14),  are  protected  without  any  re- 
(piirement  as  to  registration.  The  protection  given  to  sculpture, 
models,  and  casts  under  the  Act  54  Geo.  III.  c.  56,  is  on  similar 
lines. 

Where  a  coloured  plate  forms  part  of  a  copyright  book,  duly  regis- 
tered as  such,  it  will  be  protected  by  the  registration  of  the  book, 
although  the  formalities  necessary  to  protect  the  plate,  if  published  sep- 
arately, have  not  been  complied  with.  Comgns  v.  Hyde  (1895),  72  L. 
T.  250,  43  W.  R.  266. 

In  the  case  of  a  work  published  in  serial  parts,  the  registration  of 
the  first  number  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  registration  pro- 
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visions  of  the  Copyright  Act  1842,  as  regards  the  succeeding  r.unibers. 
Johnson  V.  Newnes  (1894),  1894,  3  Ch.  6G3,  G3  L.  J.  Ch.  7r.3,  71  L. 
T.  392,  42  W.  R.  616. 

In  registering  there  are 'Some  pitfalls  to  he  avoided.  Under  the 
Copyright  Act  1842  (5  «&;  6  Vict.  c.  42)  the  registration  of  a  person  as 
])ublisher  is  insufficient  if  he  is  not  the  first  publisher.  Conte  v.  Jiuld 
(1883),  23  Ch.  D.  727,  48  L.  T.  205,  31  W.  E.  423.  The  date  of  the 
first  publication  must  be  correctly  stated.  Tliomas  v.  Turner  (C.  A. 
1886),  33  Ch.  D.  292,  56  L.  J.  Ch.  56,  55  L.  T.  534,  35  W.  R.  177. 
In  that  case  the  plaintiff  had  registered  the  third  edition  of  a  work 
which  was  in  fact  a  reprint  of  the  first  edition;  the  work  was  described 
as  a  third  edition,  and  the  date  of  first  publication  was  given  as  the 
22nd  of  April,  1885,  which  was  the  date  when  the  third  edition  was 
])\iblished;  this  was  held  to  vitiate  the  registration,  as  the  date  given 
sliould  have  been  that  when  the  first  edition  was  published. 

Where  a  newspaper  is  j)ro[)erly  registered  under  the  Copyright  Act 
1842,  the  proprietor  may  maintain  an  action  for  infringement,  although 
the  newspaper  is  not  also  registered  under  the  Newspajjer  Libel  and 
Registration  Act  1881.  Cafe  v.  Deroii,  &c.  Newsjmper  Co.  (1889),  40 
Ch.  D.  500,  oS  L.  J.  Ch.  288,  60  L.  T.  672,  37  W.  R.  487. 

An  application  may  be  nnide  to  the  High  Court,  under  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  45,  and  25  Vict.  c.  68,  by  a  "  person  aggrieved  "  by  any  entry  in  the 
register,  to  have  the  entry  expunged  or  varied.  The  ])erson  making 
the  application  must  show  some  title  in  himself.  Grace's  Case  (1869), 
L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  715,  20  L.  T.  877.  The  a})plication  may  be  made  by  the 
person  who  made  the  entry.  Ex  parte  Poxilton  (1883),  53  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
320,  32  W.  R.  648.  Ex  parte  Hutch  ins  &  Eomer  (1878),  4  Q.  ii.  D. 
90,  48  L.  J.  Q.  B.  29,  39  L.  T.  396,  27  W.  R.  261,  contains  some  use- 
ful observations  on  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  jjcrson  aggrieved;" 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  that  case,  however-  took  a  different  view  of  the 
facts,  and  held  that  the  person  on  the  register  had  no  title  to  the  work 
there  in  question,  and  that  the  applicants  were  the  only  persons  en- 
titled to  be  entered.  4  Q.  B.  D.  483,  48  L.  J.  Q.  B.  505,  41  L.  T.  144, 
27  W.  R.  857. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

"  That  an  author,  at  conimon  law,  has  a  property  in  his  manuKcript,  and 
may  ol)tain  redress  against  any  one  who  deprives  him  of  it,  or  by  improperly 
obtaining  a  copy  endeavours  to  realize  a  profit  by  its  publication,  cannot  be 
doubted."  Wheaton  v.  Peters,  8  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  fifjo;  Bartleit  v.  Crit- 
tenden, o  McLean  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct),  82.  In  the  latter  the  Court  said :  "  We 
have  to  say  wliether  the  writer  has  a  riglit  of  pi-operty  in  his  own  manuscript. 
That  he  has  such  a  property  in  his  own  literary  labour  until  he  shall  relin- 
quish it  by  contract  or  by  some  unequivocal  act  would  seem  to  be  clear." 
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"We  think  there  is  a  difference  in  principle  between  the  right  to  republisli  a 
printed  work  and  the  exchisive  riglit  of  an  autlior  to  publi.sh  lii.s  own  manu- 
script. A  man  may  write  witliout  any  intention  to  publish.  He  may  treat  of 
principles  and  characters  witliout  restraint,  with  a  view  to  his  mental  improve- 
ment, or  from  some  other  motive,  without  incurring  any  responsibility  so 
long  as  the  manuscript  remains  unpul)lished.  It  is  therefore  es.sential,  in  all 
proceedings  for  a  libel,  to  prove  publication ;  and  there  is  no  law  which  can 
compel  an  author  to  i)ublish.  Xo  one  can  determine  this  essential  matter  of 
publication  but  the  author.  His  manuscripts,  however  valuable,  cannot  with- 
out his  consent  be  seized  by  his  creditors  as  property.  They  are  valueless  to 
all  the  world,  except  to  the  author  and  his  representatives,  or  to  such  persons 
as  he  shall  transfer  them." 

In  Goldmark  v.  Kreling,  2.5  Federal  Reporter,  319,  it  was  held  that  the 
owner  of  an  uncopyriglited  opera  may  obtain  an  injunction  against  its  unau- 
thorized performance.  The  question  was  learnedly  treated  by  three  judges, 
who  regarded  it  as  a  novel  case.  '•  It  rests  simply  upon  the  common  law.  A 
party  has  either  his  action  at  law  for  his  damages  or  his  biU  in  equity  to  re- 
strain the  defendant  and  recover  such  profits  as  he  can  obtain."  ••  The  bill 
in  tliis  case,  it  seems  to  me,  is  like  a  bill  to  restrain  a  party  from  destroying 
heir-looms  or  publisliing  family  letters,  where,  if  the  tiling  is  done,  the  injury 
is  irremediable."  '■  It  is  the  right  of  an  owner  of  a  piece  of  literary  projjerty 
to  be  protected.  His  pride  as  an  author  must  be  considered.  He  has  a  right 
to  choose  his  own  licensee." 

The  same  doctrine  was  declared  in  respect  to  an  unpublished  play,  in 
French  v.  Maf/ulre,  oo  Howard,  Practice  Reports  (Xew  York),  171.  The 
Court  said  :  "  It  was  very  early  the  policy  of  the  common  law  to  protect 
authors  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  pecuniary  benefits  of  their  literary  produc- 
tions. And  these  probably  extended  so  far  as  to  include  the  unlimited  right 
of  publication  and  sale.  But  this  was  afterwards  so  far  changed,  on  account 
of  the  statute  of  Ann,  l)y  the  decision  made  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case 
of  Becket  and  Donaldson,  as  to  exclude  the  author's  right  after  publication. 
That  was  considered  an  abandonment  of  the  author's  exclusive  right,  and 
since  then  it  lias  been  protected  after  publication  only  under  the  laws  provid- 
ing an  exclusive  copyright.  An  instructive  history  of  the  contest  attended 
with  this  result  will  be  found  in  Curtis  on  Copyright  (49-68).  But  it  only 
deprived  the  author  of  his  exclusive  right  after  publication.  Before  publica- 
tion it  has  continued  to  be  maintained  the  same  as  it  was  first  assured.  And 
the  law  still  continues  to  maintain  and  protect  the  right  of  the  author  to  his 
unpublished  manuscript  or  composition  the  same  as  it  formerly  did.  inde]-ipn- 
dently  of  the  statute  concerning  copyrights  " 

This  principle  is  impliedly  recognized  in  CaJlaghan  v.  Mi/ers,  128  I'nited 
States,  6.58,  the  case  of  alleged  infringement  of  tlie  Mr.  Freeman's  labours  as 
reporter  of  the  Illinois  Supreme  -Court.  The  Court  said  :  "  We  perceive  no 
reason  why  Myers  or  Myers  &  Chandler  could  not  become  the  owner  by 
parol  transfer  of  whatever  right  ]\Ir.  Freeman,  prior  to  the  taking  of  the  copy- 
right, had  to  convey.  While  the  work  was  in  manuscript  no  written  transfer 
of  such  manuscript  from  Mr.  Freeman  was  necessary,  because  the  copyright 
had  not  yet  been  taken." 
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See  Boncicault  v.  Wnml.  "J  Bissell  (I'.  8.  Circ.  Ct.),  o4  ;  Rofierts  v.  Mi/erx. 
23  Law  Reporter,  o98. 

^Ir.  ^Morgan  (Law  of  Literature,  p.  ofSf!),  says  :  '■  This  copyright  before 
publication  is  the  more  ancient  of  the  two.  It  is  the  exclu.sive  privilege 
of  first  publishing  any  original  material  product  of  intellectual  labour.  Its 
basis  is  property,  and  it  depends  entii-ely  on  the  common  law.'' 

By  Act  of  Congress  of  July.  1870.  it  is  provided  that  any  person  who 
shall  print  or  publish  any  manuscripts  whatever,  without  the  consent  of  tlie 
author  or  proprietor  first  obtained,  shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  occasioned 
thereby. 


No.    9.  —  HAUFSTAENGL    AET    PUBLISHING   CO.   v. 
HOLLOWAY. 

(Q.    B.    D.    1893.) 
RULE. 

For  the  purpose  of  the  International  Copyright  Act, 
1886  (49  &  50  Vict.  c.  33),  it  is  sufficient  that  the  foreigner 
has  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  country  in  which 
the  work  was  first  published,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
he  should  also  comply  with  the  provisions  of  an  English 
statute  as  to  registration. 

Haufstaengl  Art  Publishing  Company  v.  HoUoway. 

62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  347-352  (s.  c.  1893,  2  Q.  B.  1  ;  68  L.  T.  676). 

Copijright.  —  International.  —  Work  of  Art. 

[847]  The  Liternational  Copyright  Act,  188(5,  §  6,  is  retrospective,  and  ap- 
plies to  all  literary  and  artistic  works  produced  before  the  date  of  the 
Order  in  Council  of  the  28tli  of  November.  1887.  wliether  produced  before  or 
after  the  25th  of  June,  1886,  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the  Act.  This  Act, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  Convention  of  Berne  and  of  the  Order  in  Coun- 
cil, casts  no  obligation  upon  foreigners  to  register  under  the  Copyright  Act, 
1842.  in  tlie  case  of  a  book  ;  nor  under  the  Fine  Arts  Co])yright  Act,  1802,  in 
the  case  of  a  painting. 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  Charles,  J.,  without  a  jury, 
brought  by  the  plaintifis,  proprietors  of  a  copyright  in  a  picture, 
against  the  defendants  wlio  liad  caused  photographs  of  the  picture 
to  be  copied  on  their  trade  cards.      The  plaintiffs  chiinied  dam- 
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age.s,  an  injuuction,  and  delivery  up  of  all  unlawful  copies  in  the 
defendants'  possession. 

Finlay,  Q.  C. ,  and  Scrutton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Sir  E.  Clarke,  Q.  C. ,  Chadwyck  Healey,  Q.  C. ,  and  Methold, 
for  the  defendants.  Cur.  adc.  vult. 

[The  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  together  with  the  gist 
of  the  arguments  and  authorities  cited,  are  fully  set  out  and  dealt 
with  in  the  written  judgment  of  the  Court.] 

Chakles,  J.  (on  April  15),  delivered  judgment  as  follows:  — 
The  plaintiff  company  are  the  proprietors  of  copyright,  both  in 
Germany  and   the   United   Kingdom   in  a  picture  called 
the    "  Guardian    Angel. "       It   was    painted    *  for   their    [*  348] 
assignor,   HaufstaengI,   on  commission  in  1884.      It  was 
exhibited  at  Berlin   in   1886,  but  no  copies  were  allowed  to  be 
taken.      Tlie  painter's  name,  Bernard  Plockhorst,  was  placed  on 
the  picture.      The  copyright  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiff'  company 
on  the  27th  of  March,  1889.      The  defendants,  Messrs.  Holloway, 
are  sole  proprietors  of  Holloway 's  pills,  and  have  caused  photo- 
graphs of  the  picture  to  be  copied  on  to  cards  which  they  issue 
for  the  purposes  of  their  trade.      They  had  bought  these    copies 
from  a   firm  of  Messrs.   Beckman  Brothers,   under    orders   given 
between  the  9th  of  June,  1887,   and  the  14th  of  August,   1890. 
The  copies  supplied  in  conformity  with  the  earliest  order  were 
made  or  produced  in  England  by  Messrs.   Riddle  &  Couchman. 
The  design  was  afterwards  someuiiat  changed,  and  the  later  copies 
were  made  or  produced  in  Germany.      It  was  not  denied  that  all 
the  copies  were  infringements.      The  questions  raised  were  ques- 
tions of  law  only,  and  in  order  to  appreciate  them  it  is  necessary 
to  refer  in  some  detail  to  the  legislation  in  this  country  affecting 
copyright  of  works  of  art  and  books  published  in  foreign  coun- 
tries,     But  before   doing   s<j,  I  should   state   that  the  plaintiffs, 
who,  in  1891,  had  discovered  the  infringement,   registered  their 
copyright  (under  the  Fine    Arts  Copyright  Act,   1862).      If  this 
registration  was  unnecessary,  the  damages  were  agreed  at  £100. 
If  it  was  necessary,  the  damages  were,  in  my  opinion,  nominal, 
the  writ   having  been  issued  within  a  few  days  of  the  Englisli 
registration,   and    the  defendants   having  given    an    undertaking 
immediately  to  discontinue  the  sale  of  any  copies  of  the  picture. 
The  first  Act  to  which  reference  must  be  made  is  7  Vict.  c.  12, 
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which,  after  repeating  the  Internatiuiial  Cuiiyright  Act  (1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  59),  enacted,  section  2,  that  her  Majesty,  by  Order  in 
Council,  might  direct  that  author  of  books,  prints,  and  (jther 
works  of  art  published  abroad  should  have  such  copyright  here  as 
the  order  should  provide.  Section  3  enacted  that  if  the  order 
applied  to  books  the  copyright  law  as  to  books  first  published  here 
should  apply  to  the  books  to  which  the  order  related  (with  certain 
exceptions).  Section  4  contained  similar  provisions  as  to  prints 
and  otlier  works  of  art.  Section  6  enacted,  among  other  things, 
that  in  the  case  of  a  book  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the 
author,  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  proprietor  of  the  copy- 
right thereof,  the  time  and  place  of  the  first  publication  thereof  in 
the  foreign  country  named,  should  be  entered  in  the  register  book 
of  the  Company  of  Stationers  in  London,  and  a  printed  C(»i)y 
delivered  to  the  officer  of  the  Stationers'  Company  at  their  hall. 
There  are  similar  provisions  in  the  same  section  as  to  prints  or 
other  works  of  art.  This  Act  was  called  the  International  Copy- 
riii'ht  Act.  Manv  Orders  in  Council  were  issued  under  its  provi- 
sions,  and  much  difference  of  ])ractice  prevailed  in  the  various 
countries  to  which  the  orders  applied.  In  order  to  obviate  the 
inconveniences  which  thus  arose  a  conference  of  the  Powers  was 
held  in  1S87  at  Berne,  and  a  conventi<jn,  drafted  in  1885,  was 
agreed  to  on  the  5th  of  September,  1887,  between  her  Majesty 
and  other  Sovereigns,  among  whom  was  the  German  Emperor. 
Meanwhile  the  International  Cwpyriglit  Act,  1886  (49  &  50  Vict. 
c.  .33),  was  passed.  That  Act,  after  reciting  that  a  draft  con- 
vention had  been  agreed  on  at  Berne,  and  it  was  expedient  to 
enable  her  jMajesty  to  accede  to  it,  enabled  her  to  issue  Orders 
in  Council  confirming  the  convention.  Accordingly,  an  Order 
in  Council  was  issued  on  the  28th  of  November,  1887,  which  was 
directed  to  come  into  operation  on  the  6th  of  December.  The 
rights  of  foreign  authors  in  England  now,  therefore,  rest  mainly 
on  the  Berne  Convention  of  the  5tli  of  Septeml)er,  1887,  and  the 
order  of  the  6th  of  December,  1887,  issued  under  tlie  authority  of 
the  Act  of  1886.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  examine  their 
provisions  with  some  minuteness.  The  convention  is  expressed 
to  be  "  for  protecting  effectually  and  in  as" uniform  a  manner  as 
possible  the  rights  of  authors  over  their  literary  and  artistic 
works, "  and  by  article  2  it  provides  that  "  authors  of  any  of  the 
countries  of  the  union  shall  enjoy  in  the  other  countries  for  their 
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works,  whether  published  in  one  of  those  countries  or  unpub- 
lished, the  rights  which  the  respective  laws  do  now  or  hereafter 
may  grant  to  natives.  The  enjoyment  of  these  rights 
is  subject  to  the  *  accomplishment  of  the  conditions  and  [*  349] 
formalities  prescribed  by  law  in  the  country  of  origin  of 
the  work,  and  cannot  exceed  in  the  other  countries  the  term 
of  protection  accorded  in  the  country  of  origin.  "  Article  11  pro- 
vides that,  "  in  order  that  the  authors  of  works  protected  by  the 
present  convention  shall,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary, 
be  considered  as  such,  and  be  consequently  admitted  to  institute 
proceedings  against  pirates  before  the  Courts  of  the  various 
countries  of  the  union,  it  will  be  sufficient  that  their  name  be 
indicated  on  the  work  in  the  accustomed  manner.  ...  It  is 
nevertheless  agreed  that  the  tribunals  may,  if  necessary,  require 
the  production  of  a  certificate  from  the  competent  authority,  to 
the  effect  that  the  formalities  prescribed  l)y  law  in  the  country 
of  origin  have  been  accomplished  as  contemplated  in  article  2. " 
Article  14  provides  thar,  "  under  the  reserves  and  conditions  to 
be  determined  by  common  agreement,  the  present  convention 
applies  to  all  works  which  at  the  moment  of  its  coming  into  force 
have  not  yet  fallen  into  the  pu])lic  domain  in  the  country  of 
origin. "  The  Order  in  Council  of  the  28th  of  November,  1887, 
schedules  the  convention,  and  provides  that  from  the  6th  of 
December  it  shall  have  full  effect  throughout  her  Majesty's 
dominions,  and  that  it  shall  extend  (among  other  countries)  to 
Germany.  Clause  3  is  as  follows :  "  The  author  of  a  literary 
or  artistic  \Vork  which  on  or  after  the  commencement  of  this  order 
is  first  produced  in  one  of  the  foreign  countries  of  the  Copyright 
Union  shall,  subject  as  in  this  order  and  in  the  International 
Copyright  Acts,  1845  to  1886,  mentioned,  have  as  respects  that 
work  throughout  her  Majesty's  dominions  the  same  right  of  copy- 
right, including  any  right  capable  of  being  conferred  V>y  an 
Order  in  Council  under  section  2  or  section  5  [which  refers  to 
dramatic  pieces  and  musical  compositions]  of  the  International 
Copyright  Act,  1844,  or  under  any  other  enactment,  as  if  the  work 
had  been  first  produced  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  shall  have 
such  right  during  the  same  period :  provided  that  the  author  of 
a  literary  or  artistic  work  shall  not  have  any  greater  right  or 
longer  term  of  copyright  therein  than  that  which  he  enjoys  in 
the  country  in  wliich  the  work  is  first  produced.      The  autlior  of 
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any  literary  or  artistic  work  first  produced  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  order  shall  have  the  rights  and  remedies  to  which 
he  is  entitled  under  section  6  of  the  International  Copyright  Act, 
1886. " 

By  section  1,  sub-section  2,  of  that  statute,  the  Acts  mentioned 
in  the  first  schedule  were  collectively  referred  to  as  "  International 
Copyright  Acts, "  those  in  the  second  as  "  Copyright  Acts. " 
Among  the  former  was  the  Act  of  1844  ;  among  the  latter  the  Fine 
Arts  Copyright  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  68),  to  which  I  shall 
have  presently,  in  connection  with  the  second  question  which 
is  raised  in  this  case,  more  fully  to  advert.  By  the  4th  section, 
sub-section  1,  it  was  enacted  that  "  where  an  order  respecting  any 
foreign  country  is  made  under  the  International  Copyright  Acts,  the 
provisions  of  those  Acts  with  respect  to  the  registry  and  delivery 
of  copies  of  works  shall  not  apply  to  works  produced  in  such 
country  except  so  far  as  provided  by  the  order. "  By  section  6  it 
was  enacted  that  "  where  an  Order  in  Council  is  made  under  the 
International  (Jopyriglit  Acts  with  respect  to  any  foreign  country, 
the  author  and  pul)lishe]'  of  any  literary  and  artistic  work  first 
produced  before  the  date  at  which  such  order  comes  into  operation 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  rights  and  remedies  as  if  the  said 
Acts  and  this  Act  and  the  said  order  had  applied  to  the  said  for- 
eign country  at  the  date  of  the  said  production  :  provided  that 
where  any  person  has  before  the  date  of  tlie  publication  of  an  Order 
in  Council  lawfully  produced  any  work  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
nothing  in  this  section  sliall  diminish  or  prejudice  any  rights  or 
interests  arising  from  or  in  connection  with  such  production  which 
are  subsisting  and  valua])le  at  such  date."  By  section  11  the 
word  "produced"  means  "  puldished  or  made."  The  Order  in 
Council  of  the  28th  of  Novenil)er,  1887,  did  not  provide  for  the 
application  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  International  Copyriglit 
Acts  with  respect  to  registry  and  delivery  of  copies  of  works,  and 

it  was,  tlierefore,  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  register 
[*  350]    their  ]iicture  under  the  *  International  Cojiyright  Act  of 

1844.  In  Germany,  since  1876,  tliere  has  l)een  coi»yriglit 
in  German  works  of  ait.  If,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  painter 
is  named  on  the  picture,  the  copyright  subsists  for  his  life  and 
thirty  years  afterwards,  and  in  the  case  of  a  named  author  no 
registration  in  Germany  is  necessary.  Haviiig  regard  to  the 
terms  of  article  2  of  the  Berne  Convention,   it   di"s  not  f:p[ear 
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necessary  to  decide  whether  the  exhibition  of  the  picture  at  Berlin 
amounted  to  a  publication  or  not.  In  this  state  of  the  law  and 
of  the  facts  three  questions  present  themselves  for  decision,  — ■ 
First,  does  the  Copyright  Act  of  1886  (49  &  50  Vict.  c.  33.  s.  H) 
apply  to  works  published  or  made  before  the  date  of  Jts  being 
passed  {the  25th  of  June,  1886)  ?  Secondly,  must  the  CvOpyright 
be  registered  under  the  provisions  of  the  Fine  Arts  Oopyright 
Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  68),  in  order  to  entitle  the  owner  to 
sue  in  respect  of  an  infringement?  Thirdly,  does  the  proviso  of 
section  6  of  the  Act  of  1886  protect  the  defendants  ?  With 
regard  to  the  first  question,  I  am  unable  to  feel  any  doubt  that  the 
Act  of  1886,  section  6,  applies  to  all  literary  and  artistic  works 
produced  before  the  date  of  the  Order  in  Council,  whether  they 
were  produced  before  or  after  the  passing  of  the  Act.  The  words 
do  not  oblige  me  to  hold  the  contrary,  and  to  do  so  would,  in 
my  opinion,  unduly  limit  the  scope  of  the  statute  in  a  manner 
which  cannot  have  l)een  intended,  and  would  render  the  Order  in 
Council  ineffectual  in  a  large  number  of  cases  to  which  I  believe 
it  was  meant  to  apply.  But  it  is  said  that  in  adopting-  this  con- 
struction I  am  offending  against  the  maxim,  "  Nova  coustitutio, 
futuris  formam  imponere  del)et,  non  prteteritis, "  and  giving  to  a 
section  not  expressly  retrospective  in  its  language  a  reil"^)spective 
operation.  The  case  of  Lauri  v.  Eenad,  [1892]  3  Ch.  402;  61 
L.  J.  Ch.  580  ;  was  referred  to  in  support  of  this  view,  and  reliance 
was  especially  placed  on  some  passages  in  the  judgments  of  Lord 
Justice  LiNDLEY  and  Lord  Justice  Kay.  That  case,  however, 
merely  decides  that  the  language  of  section  6  does  not  revive  aw 
already  extinguished  right.  It  does  not  re-create  an  expired  copy- 
right,—  copyright  in  a  translation  which  had  come  to  an  end 
before  the  Act  of  1886  came  into  operation.  There  is  not,  either 
in  the  language  of  the  judgments  or  in  the  decision  itself,  anythijig 
inconsistent  with  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived.  I  am 
not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  giving  the  enactment  any  retrospective 
operation  beyond  what  its  words  require.  I  regard  it  as  co- 
extensive with  article  14  of  the  Berne  Convention,  and  think  that 
it  may  properly  be  applied  in  accordance  with  the  introductory 
words  of  the  convention  for  the  effectual  protection  of  authors 
generally,  as  well  of  foreign  authors  whose  works  were  published 
or  made  when  the  Act  was  passed,  as  of  foreign  authors  who 
thereafter  should  publish  or  make  works  abroad.      It  may  be  here 
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observed  that  this  construction  was  phiced  on  the  section  l)y  Mr. 
Justice  Grantham  in  Muid  v.  Unn'iiings,  [ISDIJ  2  (^).  15.  443;  60 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  715,  at  p.  720.  I  proceed  to  consider  the  second  ques- 
tion, with  regard  to  which  I  was  pressed  to  follow  the  opinion 
expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  8tii;liN(;  in  granting  an  interlocutory 
injunction  in  Fishhunt  v.  HoUiiKjHhcad,  [1891]  2  Ch.  371;  60  L. 
J.  Ch.  768 ;  and  had  that  opinion  been  final  and  necessary  to  the 
decision  I  need  scarcely  say  that  I  should  have  felt  myself  liound 
by  it.  But  I  find  that  the  learned  Judge  prefaces  his  elaborate 
examination  of  the  Copyright  Acts  l)y  ol)serving  first  that,  from 
the  point  of  view  he  took  of  the  case,  it  might  be  unnecessary  to 
decide  the  question  whether  registration  under  the  Act  of  1862 
was  required;  and,  secondly,  that  he  reserves  to  himself  full  lib- 
erty to  reconsider  his  opinion  at  the  trial  of  the  action,  — a  trial 
which,  in  fact,  never  took  place,  the  interlocutory  injunction 
having  been  made  perpetual  by  consent.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  think  that  I  ought  to  consider  the  point  for  myself  and 
decide  it  according  to  my  own  view  of  the  construction  to  be  put 
u})on  the  statutes,  the  convention,  and  the  Order  in  Council. 
Now,  prior  to  1862  there  was  no  statutory  copyright  for  paintings 

in  England.  Tlie  preamble  of  tlie  Act  passed  in  that 
[*  351]    year  *  (25   &   26   Vict.    c.    68)   recites  the   fact  in   terms 

which  cover  all  copyright,  but  which  must  be  restricted 
to  copyright  after  publication,  and  that  it  is  expedient  to  amend 
the  law  in  this  respect.  The  statute  then  enacts  (section  1)  that 
Ikitish  authors  of  original  paintings,  drawings,  or  photograjjlis 
shall  have  tlie  sole  and  exclusive  right  of  copying,  engraving, 
reproducing,  and  multiplying  such  painting  or  drawing  and  the 
design  thereof,  or  such  photograph  and  the  negative  thereof,  for 
tlie  term  of  the  natural  life  of  such  author  and  seven  years  after 
his  death.  Section  4  enacts  that  " there ^shall  be  kept  at  the  Hall 
of  the  Stationers'  Company,  by  the  officer  ai)i)ointed  by  the  said 
company,  for  tlie  purposes  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45  (the  Copyright  Act 
of  1842),  a  l)i»ok  or  books  entitled  The  Kegister  of  Proprietors  of 
Co])yright  in  Paintings,  Drawings,  and  Photographs,  wherein 
shall  be  entered  a  memorandum  of  every  copyright  to  which  any 
person  shall  be  entitled  under  this  Act;  .  .  .  and  such  memoran- 
dum shall  contain  a  statement  of  .  .  .  the  name  and  place  of 
abode  of  the  author  of  the  work  in  which  there  shall  be  such 
copyright,  together  with  a  short  description   of  tlie   nature  and 
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subject  of  such  work ;  .  .  .  and  no  action  shall  he  sustainable 
nor  any  penalty  l)e  recoverable  in  respect  of  anything  done  before 
registiation.  "  The  language  here  used  certainly  seems  exclusively 
iipplicalde  to  the  authors  named  in  section  1— that  is,  to  British 
authors.  But  section  12  enacts  that  "  This  Act  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  including  the  provisions  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  Session 
of  Parliament  held  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  years  of  her  present 
Majesty  (7  Vict.  c.  12),  intituled  'An  Act  to  amend  the  Law 
relating  to  International  Copyright, '  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
such  provisions  were  part  of  this  Act. "  We  must,  therefore,  read 
into  the  Act  of  1862  the  4th  and  6th  sections  of  the  Act  of  1844, 
and  these,  and  in  my  opinion,  these  only,  apply  to  foreign 
authors.  The  British  author's  work  will  be  entered  in  the  register 
book  provided  for  by  section  4.  The  foreign  author's  work  will 
l)e  entered  in  the  register  book  provided  for  by  section  6  of  the 
Act  of  1844.  This  construction,  I  may  remark,  is  in  harmony 
with  the  practice  which  has  existed  since  1862,  and  which  was 
proved  by  the  chief  clerk  at  Stationers'  Hall.  Foreign  paintings 
have  never  been,  in  fact,  registered  in  the  book  kept  under  sec- 
tion 4.  I  should  here  notice  the  fact  that  the  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  Act  of  1844,  already  referred  to,  differ  in  some 
jiarticulars  from  those  of  section  4  of  the  Act  of  1862,  and,  with 
all  respect  for  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Stirling,  I  cannot  think 
that  a  foreign  painting  requires  registration  under  both  sections. 
I  am  now  speaking  of  the  state  of  things  between  1862  and  1886. 
But  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  Judge  undoubtedly  involves  the 
consequence  that,  as  to  books,  a  double  registration  has  been  neces- 
sary since  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  1844,  first,  under  the  6th 
section  of  that  Act,  and,  secondly,  under  the  13th  section  of  tlie 
Act  of  1842  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45).  It  has,  however,  always  been 
considered,  and  I  think  rightly,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
1844  as  to  registration  and  delivery  of  copies  supersede  the  Eng- 
lish provisions  of  the  Act  of  1842.  I  do  not  read  section  o  of  the 
Act  of  1844  as  applying  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1842,  as  to 
registration  and  delivery  of  cop)ies,  to  foreign  books.  The  copy- 
right laws  are  to  apply  to  them  if  they  "  shall  have  been  registered 
as  hereinafter  provided. "  The  same  words  recur  in  section  4  of 
the  Act  of  1844  with  reference  to  works  of  art,  indicating  the 
mode  of  registration  appropriate  for  them,  and  otherwise  applying 
to  them  the  English  Copyright  Acts.     It  remains  to  consider  the 
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ett'ect  of  the  Act  of  1866,  the  convention,  and  the  Order  in  Council 
on  the  foreign  author  of  a  book  or  painting,  as  the  case  may  he. 
Is  there  to  he  found  in  these  any  obligation  to  register  under  the 
English  Copyright  Acts?  I  can  find  none.  Section  2,  sub- 
jection 'S,  of  tlie  Act  provides  that  the  International  Copyright 
x\cts,  and  an  order  made  thereunder,  shall  not  confer  on  any 
jterson  any  greater  right  than  he  enjoys  in  the  foreign  country  in 
which  the  work  was  first  produced.  Section  3  of  the  Order  in 
Council  of  the  28th  of  November,  1878,  confers  on  the  foreign 
author   the    same    rights    as    he    would    have    had   if    his    work 

had  been  produced  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  during 
[*  352]   *  the  same  period,  provided  that  he  sliall  liave  no  greater 

right  nor  longer  term  of  copyright  than  he  enjoys  in  his 
own  country.  Article  2  of  the  convention  contemplates  the 
foreign  autho^and  the  native  being  placed  on  an  absolutely  equal 
footing.  There  is  nothing  here,  certainly,  to  cast  on  the  foreigner 
the  obligation  of  registering  under  the  Act  of  1842  in  the  case  of  a 
book,  or  under  the  Act  of  1862,  section  4,  in  the  case  of  a  paint- 
ing. On  the  contrary,  the  language  used  appears  to  indicate  that, 
even  if  such  an  obligation  did  previously  exist,  it  was  to  come  to 
an  end;  and  it  further  (in  section  4,  sub-section  1,  of  the  Act  of 
1886)  provides  for  the  specification  in  the  order  of  the  provisions 
of  the  International  Copyright  Acts,  which  are  to  attach.  The 
object  of  the  legislation  to  me  seems  clear.  It  was  not  designed 
to  impose  disabilities,  but  rather,  if  they  existed,  to  remove  them, 
and  to  leave  the  foreign  and  native  author  as  nearly  as  might  be 
on  an  equality.  The  foreigner  who  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  of  his  own  country  was  to  be  protected  here ;  the 
Englishman  who  complied  with  the  re(|uire]nents  of  our  own  law 
was  to  be  protected  there.  I  now  turn  to  the  last  question,  the 
construction  of  the  proviso  in  section  6  of  the  Act  of  1886.  In 
order  to  avail  themselves  of  it  the  defendants  must  show  that 
before  the  date  of  the  publication  of  the  Order  in  Council  some 
one  has  lawfully  produced  a  work  in  the  United  Kingdom.  If 
they  show  this,  then  nothing  is  to  affect  any  right  or  interest 
arising  from  or  in  connection  with  the  said  production  which  is 
subsisting  and  valuable  at  the  said  date.  Now,  here,  the  first 
card,  and  the  first  card  only,  was  produced  before  the  order. 
l)(tes  any  right  or  interest  arising  from  or  in  connection  with  such 
]iroduction    exist  either   in   the  defendants   or  in  any  one  else  ? 
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There  is,  in  my  opinion,  none  in  Messrs.  Beckman  Brothers  nor 
in  Messrs.  Iliddle  &  Couchman.  But  it  is  suggested  that  there  is 
.<5oine  riu'lit  or  interest  in  the  defendants  themselves,  and  Mr.  H. 
Holloway,  one  of  the  defendants,  stated  that  the  card,  both  in  its 
original  and  subsequent  form,  was  valuable  as  an  advertisement. 
He  thought  it  was  important  to  the  defendants  that  they  should 
continue  to  issue  it.  He  was,  however,  'unable  to  say  whether 
the  business  would  really  suffer  at  all,  or  how  much  it  would 
suffer  if  the  card  were  discontinued.  He  should,  he  said,  like 
to  continue  to  issue  it.  Now  it  has  been  held  in  Muul  v.  Grocnings 
that  the  interest  contemplated  by  the  proviso  must  be  pecuniary: 
there  must  be  a  direct,  subsisting,  pecuniary  interest  in  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  production,  and  the  evidence  in  this  case  does 
not  to  my  mind  prove  that  the  defendants  have  any  interest  of 
that  description.  The  plaintiffs  claim  no  relief  in  respect  of 
copies  of  the  first  card  made  before  the  date  of  the  Order  in 
Council ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  these  were  ordered  and  paid  for 
does  not,  in  my  opinion,  of  itself  show  any  right  or  interest  in 
the  defendants  to  continue  the  production  —  no  interest,  in  other 
words,  which  can  be  described  as  "  valuable. "  In  the  result, 
therefore,  my  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  costs,  for 
£100,  the  sum  agreed  upon  if  registration  under  the  Act  of  1862 
was  held  by  me  to  be  unnecessary;  and  I  grant  an  injunction  in 
the  terms  asked,  and  an  order  for  the  delivery  up  of  all  unlawful 
copies  of  the  work  in  the  defendants'  possession. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  decision  in  the  principal  case  was  approved  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Haufstitengl  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.  (1895),  1895,  1  Q.  B.  347,  64 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  277. 

A  question  of  jurisdictioii  arose  in  Morocco  Bound  Sgudicafe  v.  Har- 
ris (1895),  1895,  1  Ch.  534,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  400,  43  W.  R.  393,  with 
respect  to  the  proper  Court  in  which  to  institute  proceedings  to  restrain 
infringement  of  international  copyriglit.  Tlie  plaintiff  .syndicate  was 
the  proprietor  of  a  dramatic  piece,  consisting  of  music  and  libretto, 
and  was  duly  registered  as  such  in  England,  which  was  the  country  of 
origin  of  the  work.  The  defendants  were  threatening  to  produce  the 
piece  in  various  towns  in  Europe.  In  an  action  commenced  in  England 
foi-  tlie  purpose  of  restraining  the  infringement  by  injunction,  it  was 
held  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  altliougli  the  party  against  whom 
proceedings  were  taken  w^as  a  British  subject  resident  in  England. 
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CORONER. 


No.    1.— REX   V.   FEREAND. 

(K.    B.    1819.) 
RULE. 

Apart  from  statute  a  coroner  cannot  lawfully  appoint  a 
deputy  to  hold  an  inquest. 

Rex  V.  Ferrand. 

3  Baru.  &  Aid.  :iG0-2t;6  (s.  i .  1  Cliil.  74.5 ;  22  R.  R.  373). 

Coroner.  —  Cannot  act  hy  Deputy. 

[2G0]  A  coroner'.s  duty  is  judicial,  and  he  can  only  take  an  inquest  super 
vixuiii  corporis  :  and  an  inqnest  in  which  the  jury  were  not  sworn  by  the 
coroner  hinisell'.  and  super  vv<um  corporis,  is  ab.solutely  void.  The  Court  will 
not,  therefore,  after  an  adjourunient  by  the  coroner  of  .such  an  inquest,  grant 
any  niawlanius  to  coaqiel  him  to  proceed  in  it. 

Deninan,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  mandamus  to  the  defendant,  wlio  was  one  of  the  coroners  of  the 
county  of  Lancaster,  to  proceed  with  an  inquest  holden  at  Oldham, 
on  the  body  of  John  Lees,  which  had  been  adjourned  from  the 
middle  of  October  last  till  the  2d  day  of  December  next.  It  a])- 
peared,  on  showing  cause,  that  the  jury,  on  the  8th  of  September  last, 
had  been  summoned  and  sworn,  sujicr  risuiii  corporis,  by  a  clerk  of 
the  name  of  Battye,  who  attended  in  tlie  coroner's  ab.sence  ;  that 
the  in(|uest  was  then  adjourned  for  a  few  days,  and  that  the  body 
was  in  tlie  meantime  l)uried ;  tliat  on  the  coroner's  attending  in 
person,  the  jury  were  resworn,  liut  not  super  risvrn  corporis,  and 
the  coroner  ])roceeded  for  many  days  to  examine  witnesses.  Whilst 
the  in([uest  was  proceeding  the  coroner,  without  being  accompanied 
by  the  jury,  caused  the  body  to  be  disinterred,  and  took  a  view  of 
it.  Tlie  Court,  upon  this,  suggested  that  these  proceedings,  from 
the  first,  were  void,  and  if  so,  that  they  could  not  grant  a  manda- 
mus to  compel  them  to  be  proceeded  in ;  and  Best,  J.,  referred  to 
Hawkins,  lib.  2,  c.  9,  s.  24.     They  then  called  upon 

Den  man  and  Tindal  to  support  their  rule.     They  contended  that,. 
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tliough  the  clerk  had  no  authority  whatever  to  swear  the  jury,  yet 
that  it  was  enough,  since  they  had  been  resworn  by  the  coroner 
liimself ;  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  swear  them  super 
visiDii  *  corporis.  It  is  admitted  that  both  coroner  and  [*  261] 
jury  must  proceed  super  visuin  eurporis.  But  here  they 
have  so  done;  for  the  jury  have  been  properly  sworn,  and  have 
seen  the  body,  and  the  coroner  has  also  had  a  view  of  it,  and  it  is 
not  essential  that  the  jury  and  coroner  should  see  it  at  the  same 
time.  Besides,  if  there  be  a  reasonable  ground  for  doubt,  the  Court 
will  not  decide  it  now,  but  leave  it  to  the  coroner  to  make  it  the 
subject  of  his  return  to  the  /iiatidamus. 

Abbott,  C.  J. :  — 

If  it  l»e  perfectly  clear  that  the  jury  in  this  case  were  at  first  un- 
lawfully assembled,  the  Court,  of  course,  will  not  grant  a  riiandamus 
to  proceed  with  this  inquest ;  for  the  only  result  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing would  be  that  the  inquest,  if  proceeded  in,  would  be  bad,  and 
the  record  might  be  quashed.  Xow  [  am  of  opinion  that  this  pro- 
ceeding was  irregular  from  its  commencement.  It  is  laid  down  by 
my  Lord  Hale  (2  H.  H.  59,  60),  that  "when  it  happens  that  any 
person  comes  to  an  unnatural  death,  the  township  shall  give  notice 
thereof  to  the  coroner,  otherwise,  if  the  body  be  interred  ])efore  he 
come,  the  township  shall  be  amerced."  And  it  appears  that  when 
this  notice  is  given  to  the  coroner  his  duty  is  to  issue  a  precept  to 
the  constable  to  return  a  competent  number  of  good  and  lawful 
men  to  appear  before  him,  to  make  an  inquisition.  When  they  ap- 
pear they  are  to  be  sworn,  and  charged  by  the  coroner,  to  inquire^ 
upon  the  view  of  the  body,  how  the  party  came  by  his  death.  It 
is  said  by  Hawkins  (2  Hawk.  c.  9,  s.  23),  that  the  "  coroner  can 
take  inc[uisition  of  death  only  upon  view  of  the  body, 
and  not  otherwise.  Therefore,  *  if  the  body  be  interred  [*  262] 
before  he  come,  he  must  dig  it  up,  and  this  he  may  do 
lawfully  within  any  convenient  time,  as  within  fourteen  days."  In 
addition  to  this,  there  is  the  4  Edw.  I.,  stat.  2,  cle  officio  coronatoris, 
in  which  it  is  stated  to  be  the  duty  of  the  coroners  "  quod  accedant 
ad  occisos,"  and  afterwards,  "  si  quis  autem  talium  occisus  fuerit, 
in  campis  vel  boscis  et  ihi  inveniatur"  they  are  directed  to  inquire 
as  to  the  mode  by  which  he  came  by  his  death.  Xow,  taking  the 
whole  of  this  together,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  can  be  no  good 
inquest,  unless  the  coroner  and  the  jurors  are  both  present  at  the 
same  time,  and  the  oath  is  administered  by  the  former  to  the  latter 
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super  visum  corporis.  If,  indeed,  after  tlii.s  in(|ue.st  had  proceeded, 
upon  the  arrival  of  the  coroner  himself,  both  he  and  the  jury  had 
gone  to  view  the  body,  and  the  jury  had  then  been  resworn,  it 
might  have  been  a  good  inquest.  That,  however,  was  not  done  ;  and, 
therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  inquest  was  wholly  void,  and  that 
we  ought  not  to  grant  any  mandamus  to  continue  its  proceedings. 

Bayley,  J. :  — 

I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  the  present  question.  Looking  at 
the  different  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  and  the  form  of 
inquisitions  which  are  invariably  stated  to  be  taken  "  upon  the 
view  of  the  body  of  A.  B.,  now  lying  dead,"  this  question  seems 
to  be  placed  beyond  all  doubt.  The  words  of  the  statute  "  de  othcio 
coronatoris "  are  very  emphatical :  "  ad  occisos  accedant  vel  ad 
subito  mortuos."  The  coroner,  therefore,  is  to  go  to  tlie  dead  body, 
and  the  jury  are  there  to  be  sworn  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  the 
death.  The  coroner's  duty  is  partly  judicial.  It  belongs 
[*  263]  to  *him,  and  to  him  only,  to  administer  the  oath  to  the 
jury,  who  cannot,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  properly  sworn 
unless  by  the  coroner  and  siqjcr  fisum  corporis.  Now  in  the  pres- 
ent case  it  appears  that  on  the  8th  of  September  the  oath  of 
inquest  was  administered,  and  the  dead  body  viewed  by  the  jury. 
But  then  the  oath  was  administered  by  a  person  wholly  without 
authority.  At  that  time,  therefore,  the  jury  were  not  under  a 
valid  obligation  to  inquire,  but  were  mere  strangers  to  the  transac- 
tion. And  when  the  jury  were  sworn  afresh  by  the  coroner,  upon 
his  arrival,  it  was  not  done  super  visum  corporis.  Nor,  indeed,  did 
they  ever  view  the  body  after  the  oath  was  administered  to  them 
by  the  coroner.  For  though,  on  the  24th  of  September,  the  coroner 
viewed  the  body,  the  jury  were  not  then  present.  I  am,  therefore, 
of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  make  this  rule  absolute.  For  we 
should  be  doing  great  injustice  if  we  were  to  grant  a  mandamus  to 
the  coroner  to  proceed  in  an  inquiry  illegally  commenced,  illegally 
proceeded  in,  and  which  can  have  no  proper  or  satisfactory  result. 

HOLROYD,  J. :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  this  inquest  were  to  proceed,  it 
would  l)e  utterly  illegal.  For  though  the  statute  de  officio  corona- 
toris does  not  expressly  say  that  the  coroner  sliall  take  his  intjuest 
on  the  view  of  the  dead  body,  and  that  an  iiKpiest  otherwise  taken 
liy  liim  sliall  l)e  void,  yet  it  is  clearly  laid  down  liy  nil  tlie  books 
that  a  coroner  has  no  manner  of  power  to  take  an  iiuiuisition  of 
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death  without  a  view  of  the  body,  and  that  any  such  mquest  taken 
"hy  him  without  such  view  is  merely  void.  Unless  it  be  an  inquest 
sufer  cisuia  corporisf  it  is  wholly  an  extra-judicial  proceed- 
ing. *  In  this  case,  if  the  jury  had  been  sworn  afresh  by  [*  264] 
the  coroner  when  he  viewed  the  body,  and  the  witnesses 
had  been  examined  afresh,  the  inquest  would  have  been  legal.  But 
that  was  not  done ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  grant 
a  mandamus  to  continue  a  proceeding  so  illegally  conducted. 

Best,  J. :  — 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  proceedings  before  the  coroner 
have  been  conducted  with  so  much  irregularity  that  a  valid  inquest 
cannot  now  be  found.  We  ought  not  to  compel  by  mandamus  the 
coroner  to  proceed,  when  we  are  satisfied  that  the  inquest,  when 
found,  must  be  quashed  by  the  Court  into  which  it  will  be  re- 
turned. The  jury  were  summoned  by  and  sworn  before  the 
coroner's  clerk.  Now  if  the  coroner  could  act  by  deputy,  and 
this  clerk  was  duly  appointed  such  deputy  (which  does  not  ap- 
pear), the  inquiry  should  have  been  concluded  before  him.  But 
after  this  the  coroner  makes  his  appearance,  and  goes  on,  hav- 
ing re-sworn  the  jury,  but  without  having  had  any  view.  After 
several  more  days  are  consumed  in  examining  witnesses  before 
the  coroner,  it  is  suggested  to  him  that  he  has  had  no  view  of  the 
body,  and,  therefore,  that  he  had  no  authority  to  proceed  with  the  in- 
quest. Upon  this  suggestion  he  goes  to  the  church,  causes  the  body 
to  be  disinterred,  just  looks  at  tlie  face  of  the  deceased,  and  then 
orders  the  corpse  to  be  again  covered  up.  This  was  not  a  sufficient 
view  of  the  body  to  give  him  authority  to  proceed.  He  should 
have  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  whether  there  were  any  marks 
of  violence,  and  of  ascertaining,  from  the  appearance  of  the  body, 
■what  was  the  occasion  of  the  death  of  the  deceased.  At 
the  time  that  he  took  the  view,  the  *  jury  should  have  at-  [*  265] 
tended  him,  that  they  might  have  had  the  advantage  of 
his  remarks  on  the  appearances  that  the  body  exhibited.  It  has 
been  said  it  is  sufficient  if  the  jury  see  the  body  at  one  time,  and 
the  coroner  at  another ;  as  well  might  it  be  said  that  the  judge 
might  hear  the  evidence  at  one  time  and  the  jury  at  another.  If, 
however,  this  view  was  sufficient,  the  coroner  should  have  sworn 
the  jury  again,  and  proceeded  de  novo.  Instead  of  this,  he  goes  on 
adding  other  evidence  to  what  had  been  taken  before  the  view  by 
himself,  and  the  whole  mass  was  to  be  summed  up  to  the  jury,  who 
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were  never  regularly  sworn  at  all.  The  passage  which  I  referred 
tu  during  the  argument  from  Hawkins  shows  tliat  an  inc^ue.st  so 
taken  must  be  (juashed.  Let  it  not,  liowever,  be  understood  that 
it  is  likely  that  i>ublic  justice  will  be  impeded  by  this  accident. 
The  proceeding  before  a  coroner  is  only  one  of  several  in  cases  of 
murder:  application  nuiy  still  be  made  to  magistrates  or  grand 
juries;  and  I  do  not  lament  that  an  inquiry  is  stopped  which  has 
Vjeen  so  illegally  conducted  as  the  one  now  before  the  Court. 

Unle  disrhfrrgcd. 

Reportek's  No  IE.  —  Til  2  H.  H.  58,  it  is  said,  if  a  coroner  take 
an  in(|uisiti(jn  without  view  of  tlie  body,  he  may  take  a  second  in- 
quisition mipir  risu/u  corporU,  and  that  second  inquisition  is  good, 
for  the  first  was  absolutely  void.  And  in  p.  GO,  after  stating 
tliat  the  coroner  can  only  take  an  inquisition  super  visioH  cur- 
ports,  lie  adds:  And,  tliercfore,  in  ancient  times,  if  a  man  were 
hurt  in  the  county  of  A.,  and  died  in  the  county  of  R.,  the 
coroner  of  B.  could  not  take  an  inquisition  of  his  death  be- 
cause the  stroke  was  not  given  in  that  county,  and  the  coroner 
of    A.   could   not    take   the   inquisition,  l)ecause   the  body  was   iii 

the  county  of  B. ;  but  they  used  to  remove  the  body  into 
[*  2()()]  the   county   of    A.,  and  tlien    the  coroner  of  *A.  used  to 

take  the  iiupiisitioii :  0  H.  7,  10  a.;  and  the  statute  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Court,  ilcdjjicid  tnrdnatdris,  at  the  conclusion,  after 
describing  the  mode  of  taking  the  iiKjuest,  says  :  "  Et  his  iiKpiisi- 
tis  statini  .'-epeliantur  cor})oia  moituorum  vel  occisorum."  .S(j  that 
anciently  it  should  seem  tlie  liody  was  lying  before  the  jury  and 
coroner  during  the  whole  iiKiuest ;  and  in  truth  the  body  is  itself 
l»art  of  the  evidence  to  the  jury.  If,  then,  they  see  it  before,  but 
not  after,  they  are  sworn,  a  material  })art  of  the  evidence  given  to 
them  is  given  when  they  are  not  upon  oath.  In  corrcAioration  of 
tliis  view  of  the  sul»ject,  it  is  to  l)e,  observed  that,  "  if  the  body  Ijc 
not  found,  or  if  it  have  lain  so  long  before  the  coroner  hath  viewed 
it,  that  he  can  in  no  way  be  assisted  from  the  view  in  taking  hi.s 
inquest,  or  if  there  be  danger  of  infecting  jieojile  in  digging  of  it 
uj),  the  inquest  ought  not  to  be  taken  by  the  coroner,  unless  he 
have  a  special  writ  or  commi-ssion  for  that  purpose."  Hawk.  lib.  2, 
c.  0,  s.  2'5.  And  with  respect  to  a  second  inquest  the  law  is  thus 
laid  (b>wn.  So  also  he  may  dig  up  the  body,  if  the  first  inquisition 
be   . plashed.     Str.  5:^.3.     But   it   must  be   by   order   of  the  King's 
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Bench  on  motion.  Str.  167.  And  the  Judges  will  exercise  their 
discretion,  according  to  the  time  and  circumstances,  whether  he 
shall  or  shall  not  do  it.     Salk.  377  ;  Str.  22,  533 ;   2  Mod.  16. 


ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  office  of  coroner  was  originally  an  elective  office,  and  after  elec- 
tion, the  writ  de  coronatore  ellgendo,  was  returned  in  Chancery  and 
was  a  judicial  act  of  record;  the  office  not  being  held  by  patent  under 
the  Crown  did  not  cease  on  the  demise  of  the  Crown,  but  continued 
until  the  coroner  was  reniov-ed.  2  Bro.  Ab.  tit.  Office,  pi.  25;  2 
D'Anver's  Abr.  tit.  Coroner.  211,  pi.  1,  in  margin.  U[)on  the  coroner 
devolved  the  dnty  of  preparing  the  panel  of  the  juries,  where  the  array 
was  challenged  b}'  reason  of  interests,  relationship,  or  favour  on  the 
part  of  the  sheriff.  Bro.  Ab.  tit.  Challenge,  pi.  45,  52,  111,  and  Dyer, 
18«.  pi.  11,  208,  pi.  18,  37(k  pi,  24.  In  one  case,  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose  in  the  city  of  York,  upon  a  presci'iption  in  the  ma^'or, 
sheriff,  and  citizens  to  seize  as  forfeited  wares  bought  or  sold  by  a  for- 
eigner within  the  liberties,  the  vmi'irp  faruis  was  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  county  of  York,  upon  a  suggestion  that  the  sheriff  and  coroner  of 
the  city  were  citizens.  Dyer,  279,  pi.  10.  The  coroner  is  confirmed  in  his 
office  of  de[)uty  to  the  sheriff  in  the  execution  of  any  "writ,  process, 
or  extent,"  by  the  Coroner's  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Yict.  c.  71),  s.  15.  In 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  &  9  Yict.  c.  18),  the 
Legislature  also  recognized  the  utility  of  this  ancient  duty  of  the  coro- 
ner to  act  as  the  sheriff's  deputy;  for  where  compensation  for  lands 
corapulsorily  taken  is  to  be  assessed  by  a  jury,  and  the  sheriff  is  an  in- 
terested party,  tlie  warrant  to  summon  a  jury  is  to  be  issued  to  the 
coroner,  and  upon  him  devolves  the  duty  of  summoning  the  jury  and 
jiresiding  at  the  inquest. 

The  ancient  mode  of  appointing  coroners  for  counties  was  altei'ed  in 
1888  by  the  Local  Government  Act  of  that  year  (51  &  52  Yict.  c.  41). 
By  section  5,  the  county  councils  for  the  counties  and  county  districts 
established  by  that  Act,  now  appoint  the  coroner,  who  must  not  be  a 
county  alderman  or  county  councillor.  Boroughs  having  a  separate 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  appoint  borough  coroners,  who  must  not  be 
aldermen  or  borough  councillors,  INIunicipal  Corporations  A.ct  1882 
(45  &  46  Yict.  c.  50),  s.  171.  The  coroner  of  the  Queen's  household 
is  appointed  by  the  Lord  Steward,  Coroner's  Act  1887  (§0  &  51  Yict. 
c.  71),  s.  29.  The  power  to  appoint  franchise  coroners  (who  previously 
to  the  Act  of  1888  were  appointed  by  the  lord  of  the  franchise  or  other- 
wise than  by  the  election  of  the  freeholder)  is  not  transferred  to  county 
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councils.  lid'  parte  Landon  Cininfij  Conneil,  1S9-I,  1  Q.  B.  .'^3,  61  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  27,  Go  L.  T.  ()2r>. 

By  tlie  Coroner's  Act  1892  (.");"»  &  56  Vict.  c.  56)  a  coroner  is  bound 
to  appoint  a  deputy.  This  Act  (sect.  1)  enacts:  "Every  coroner, 
Avhether  for  a  county  or  a  borough,  sliall  a{)point,  by  writing  under  liis 
liand,  a  lit  person  approved  by  the  chairman  or  mayor,  as  the  case  may 
be,  of  the  council  who  appointed  the  coroner,  not  being  an  alderman  or 
councillor  of  such  council,  to  be  his  deputy,  and  maj'^  revoke  such  ap- 
pointment; but  such  revocation  shall  not  take  effect  until  the  appoint- 
ment of  anotlier  deputy  has  been  approved  as  aforesaid."  The  deputy 
by  the  same  section  continues  in  oftice,  notwithstanding  the  coroner 
vacates  his  otfice  by  death  or  otherwise,  until  a  new  deputy  is  appointed, 
and  is  invested  with  the  same  jurisdiction  and  powers  and  is  subject 
to  the  same  obligations,  liabilities,  and  dis(jualifications  as  the  coroner 
who  appoints  him. 

By  the  former  Act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  S3,  s.  1,  coroners  had  been  em- 
powered to  appoint  deputies,  ])r(nide(l  that  no  deputy  should  act  except 
during  the  illness  of  the  coroner  or  his  absence  from  any  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause;  and  b}'  section  2  of  the  same  Act  it  was  enacted  that 
''no  inquisition  shall  be  quashed  by  reason  of  such  inquisition  having 
been  taken  before  any  deputy  instead  of  the  coroner  himself."  Upon 
an  indictment  fnr  {)erjury  committed  upon  an  in(]uest  held  before  a 
deputy  coroner  under  this  Act,  the  objection  was  taken  that  there  was 
not  reasonable  or  ])rol)able  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner.  It  was 
held  that  the  question  of  lawful  and  reasonable  cause  of  absence  was  a 
(piestiou  for  the  Judge,  and  not  for  the  jury;  ami  further,  that  what- 
ever was  the  cause  of  absence,  a  valid  in<piisition  (by  s.  2)  might  have 
been  made  by  the  deputy  coroner,  ami  that  he  therefore  had  jurisdic- 
tion so  that  perjury  was  cMmmitted.  /«''','/.  v.  Jd/uiso/i  (C.  C.  R.  1873), 
L.  U.,  2  C.  C.  11.  15.  TJie  Acts  of  18.S7  and  1892  contain  no  similar 
jirnvision  to  the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  6  &  7  Vict.  ;  but  the  Act 
of  1892  enacts  (s.  1,  (3))  that  a  dei>uty  ''may  a(;t  f(»r  the  coroner 
dnring  liis  illness  or  during  his  absence  for  any  lawful  (U*  reasonable 
cause,  or  at  any  ini|uest  whicli  the  coroner  is  disqualified  for  holding, 
liut  not  otherwise.''  So  tliat  it  does  not  appear  that  the  objection 
Taken  in  /jVr/.  v.  JoJinsat)  would  be  untenable  in  regard  to  perjury 
alh^ged  to  have  been  committed  on  an  inquiry  before  a  deputy  coroner, 
acting  otherwise  than  under  the  conditions  laid  down  in  the  Act.  Tlie 
<|U(;stion  would  he  whether  the  dei»uty  coroner  had  jurisdiction  so  as  to 
bring  the  sieged  perjury  within  the  conditions  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mansfield  in  Bex  v.  Ai/lett  (1785),  1  T.  K.  63,  1  K.  li.  152.  "The 
oath  must  be  taken  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  before  a  competent  juris- 
diction, and  it  must  be  material  to  the  question  depending." 
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A  county  curoiiei-  to  be  eligible  for  office  must  be  *'a  lit  person,  hav- 
ing laud  in  fee  in  the  same  county  whereof  he  may  answer  to  all 
manner  of  people."     Coroner's  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  12. 

Matters  connected  with  the  jurisdiction  and  duties  of  a  coroner  are 
dealt  with  under  Eeg.  v.  Herford  (1860),  No.  3,  p.  157,  jjost  (3  El.  & 
El.  115,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  249,  8  W.  R.  579). 

AMERICAN    NOTES. 

This  doctrine  undoubtedly  applies  in  this  country,  on  the  principle  that 
judicial  duties  cannot  be  delegated.  Several  of  the  States,  however,  provide 
by  statute  that  the  coroner  may  appoint  a  deputy  in  certain  cases. 


No.  2.  — Ex  PARTE  PARNELL. 
(L.  c.  1820.) 

RULE. 

The  Great  Seal,  as  representing  the  Crown,  may  remove 
a  coroner  irom  his  office  for  neglect  of  duty. 

Ex  parte  Parnell. 

1  Jacob  &  Walker,  4.51-4.56. 

Coroner.  —  Xefjlecl  of  Dut//.  —  Removal  hi/  Great  Seal. 

The  Great  Seal  has  power,  independently  of  the  Statute  25  Geo.  II.  c.  29, 
to  remove  a  coroner  from  his  office  for  neglect  of  duty. 

The  writ  for  his  removal  may  be  issued  without  notice  to  tlie  coroner;  and 
his  absence  from  the  county  during  twelve  months,  while  he  is  undergoing 
imprisonment,  is  a  sufficient  cau.se. 

In  August,  1817,  a  petition  was  presented  to  the  Lord  [451] 
Chancellor  by  eight  freeholders  and  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  of  Monmouth,  in  quarter  sessions  assembled,  stating  that 
Hugh  Parnell,  one  of  the  coroners  of  that  county,  had,  since  the 
month  of  Februar)',  1816,  neglected  to  discharge  the  duties  of  his 
office  ;  that  he  had  been  arrested  under  a  capias  ad  satisfacienduui 
in  June,  1816,  and  that  since  that  time  he  had  been  confined  in 
Gloucester  gaol,  and  afterwards  in  the  King's  Bench  prison,  where, 
as  the  petitioners  were  informed,  he  still  remained :  it  was  added 
that,  owing  to  his  embarrassed  circumstances,  there  was  no  proba- 
bility of  his  return  to  his  official  duties.  The  petition  prayed  His 
Lordship's  order  that  the  cursitor  of  the  said  county  should  make 


152  CORONER. 


No.  2.  —  Ex  parte  Parnell,  1  Jacob  &-  Walker,  451-453. 


out  a  writ  de  coronatore  e-ronerando  for  the  discharge  of  the  said 
Hugh  Parnell  from  his  said  office,  and  a  writ  de  coronatore  eligendo 
for  the  election  of  a  new  coroner  in  his  place. 

This  petition  was  supported  hy  an  affidavit  of  the  clerk 
[*  452]  of  the  peace,  but  no  notice  of  it  was  served  on  *  Parnell. 
On  the  1st  September,  1817,  an  order  was  made  u})on  it, 
directing  the  cursitor  for  the  county  of  Monmouth  to  make  and 
issue  forth  His  Majesty's  writ  de  coronatore  amovcndo  for  removing 
the  said  Hugh  Parnell  from  the  office  of  one  of  the  coroners  of  the 
said  county.  This  writ  was  executed  in  the  same  month,  but  no 
return  was  made  to  it  until  the  1st  of  December  following.  On 
the  2d  of  September,  1817,  an  order  was  made  for  the  issuing  of  a 
writ  de  coronatore  eligendo  for  the  election  of  a  new  coroner. 
Under  this  writ  an  election  was  held  in  the  beginning  of  the 
month  of  November  following,  and  W.  H.  Philli})S  was  chosen 
coroner. 

In  March,  1818,  a  petition  was  presented  by  Parnell,  complaining 
of  the  manner  in  which  he  had  been  displaced,  and  praying  that 
the  writ  de  coronatore  amovendo,  by  which  he  had  been  removed 
from  his  office,  might  be  superseded,  and  that,  if  requisite,  a  writ 
de  coronatore  exonerando  might  be  issued  for  the  removal  of 
Phillips,  or  that  such  other  order  as  might  be  proper  might  be 
made  for  the  removal  of  Phillips,  and  for  the  reinstatement  of  tlie 
petitioner  in  his  office.  Tt  appeared  that  the  petitioner  had  been 
released  from  confinement,  and  had  returned  to  the  county  in 
November,  1817,  when  he  accidentally  learnt  that  he  had  been 
removed  from  his  situation.  During  his  absence  the  duties  of  his 
office  in  his  district  had  been  performed,  by  one  of  the  other 
coroners  of  the  county,  at  the  petitioner's  request,  and,  as  he 
represented,  without  any  complaint  being  made.  He  insisted  that 
notice  ought  to  liave  been  given  liim  of  tlie  former  application,  and 
also  that,  under  the  Statute  25  Geo.  II.  c.  21),  s.  G,  he  was  not 
removeable,  not  having  been  convicted  of  extortion,  wilful  neglect 

of  his  duty,  or  misdemeanour  in  his  office. 
[*  453]        *  Mr.  Bell  and  Mr.  Lovat,  for  the  petitioner  :  — 

The  grounds  of  this  application  are  three:  1,  That  in 
the  original  petition  no  ground  of  removal  was  stated.  The  neglect 
inijiutcd  to  tlie  petitioner  was  not  that  species  of  negligence  which 
is  coiiti'mplated  l)y  the  statute  of  George,  and  before  that  statute  it 
is    ddublful   whetiier   this  Court  had   the  power  of   removing   a 
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coroner  for  neglect  of  duty.  The  writ  de  coronatore  exonerando  ap- 
pears to  have  issued  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  coroner  from 
the  labours  of  his  office,  and  not  for  misconduct.     Pitz.  N.  B.  163. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Eldox)  :  — 

The  Act  of  George  makes  it  imperative  on  the  Great  Seal  to 
issue  the  writ  in  certain  cases ;  but  it  does  not  affect  the  jurisdic- 
tion, which  in  cases  of  neglect  the  Court  possessed,  of  issuing  it 
before  that  Act. 

For  the  petitioner :  — 

Admitting  the  jurisdiction,  still  there  was  no  sufficient  ground 
in  this  case  for  the  removal  of  the  petitioner,  notwithstanding  what 
is  stated  in  the  petition  ;  he  returned  in  Xoveraber,  and  in  the 
interval  his  duties  were  executed  by  another  coroner.  2,  No 
notice  was  given,  which  is  necessary :  this  clearly  appears  from 
Fitz.  X.  B.  163,  Hawk.  b.  2,c.  9,  s.  2;  otherwise  the  party  has  not 
the  means  of  contradicting  the  truth  of  the  suggestion  w^hich  is 
the  ground  of  his  removal.  In  a  case  in  3  Atk.  184,  Lord  Hard- 
wiCKE  refused  to  issue  the  writ  until  notice  had  been  given.  If 
notice  had  been  given,  this  petitioner,  with  the  assistance  of  his 
friends,  might  have  been  released  from  prison,  and  in  this  case 
there  was  no  excuse  for  the  neglect,  as  it  was  known  that  he  was 
confined  in  the  King's  Bench.  3,  The  writ  (h  coronatore 
eligcndo  issued  before  *  any  return  was  made  to  the  writ  [*  454] 
de  eoroiiatore  exonerando,  and  it  was  therefore  irregular. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  :  — 

With  respect  to  the  last  point,  it  has  been  the  constant  practice, 
during  the  eighteen  years  for  which  I  have  been  here,  to  issue  both 
the  writ  de  coronatore  exonerando  and  that  de  coronatore  eligendo 
at  the  same  time ;  and  although  they  do  not  bear  the  same  date, 
yet  the  fiat  is  put  to  them  the  same  day  ;  it  is  only  necessary  that 
the  former  writ  should  be  executed  first.  I  apprehend  that  the 
Great  Seal  has  clearly  authority  to  remove  a  coroner,  and  that  a 
ground  for  doing  so  is  neglect ;  not  merely  wilful  neglect,  but  for 
neglect  of  a  different  nature,  as  if  one  gets  another  coroner  to  exe- 
cute the  office  for  him,  by  which  he  is  called  out  of  his  own  district, 
and  the  inhabitants  of  one  district  may  be  deprived  of  their  coroner ; 
that  is  not  a  due  execution  of  his  duty.  Fitzherbert  or  Hawkins 
mentions,  as  another  ground,  a  removal  into  an  inconvenient  part 
of  the  kingdom  ;  surely  confinement  in  the  King's  Bench  prison, 
from  whence  he  cannot  move,  is  more  detrimental  to  the  interests 
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of  that  county  than  removal  to  another  part  of  the  kingdom.  I 
believe  many  of  these  writs  are  executed  without  giving  any 
notice.  The  party  removed  may  have  a  commission  to  inquire 
whether  the  cause  assigned  for  his  removal  is  true,  though  he 
cannot  traverse  it. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Mr.  Blake,  against  the  petition  : 

The  petitioner  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  second  writ ;  the  ques- 
tion is,  did  the  writ  for  his  removal  issue  properly ;  the 
[*455]  only  ground  of  objection  is  that  he  had  *no  notice  of  it. 
His  absence  from  the  county  for  a  year  and  a  half  was  a 
sufficient  cause  of  removal ;  that  has  not,  and  could  not  have  been 
contradicted  ;  notice,  therefore,  since  he  has  not  been  aggrieved  by 
the  want  of  it,  was  unnecessary. 

Mr.  Bell,  in  reply  :  — 

After  what  has  fallen  from  your  Lordship,  we  can  only  contend 
that  if  notice  had  been  given,  a  case  might  have  been  made  out 
by  this  petitioner,  which  would  have  induced  you  not  to  issue  the 
writ  for  his  removal.  His  imprisonment  arose,  in  fact,  from  a  wish 
to  preserve  some  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  family  ;  if  he  had 
given  it  up,  be  would  have  been  immediately  discharged,  and  might 
have  resumed  his  duties,  which,  during  his  confinement,  had  been 
performed  by  deputy. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Elpon)  :  — 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  irregularity  in  the  issuing  of  this 
writ,  I  should  certainly  act  upon  what  has  been  the  daily  practice 
since  I  have  been  Chancellor  ;  the  cause  is,  as  I  have  before  stated, 
for  both  writs,  though  of  different  dates,  to  issue  at  the  same  time. 
But  if  the  new  coroner  cannot  be  properly  elected  until  the  return 
of  the  first  writ,  this  petitioner  has  no  right  to  raise  the  point ;  be- 
cause the  only  question  is,  whether  he  was  duly  removed  ;  and  if 
he  was,  he  has  no  right,  because  he  was  coroner  before,  to  call  in 
question  tlie  election  of  another  coroner.  AVitli  respect  to  the 
statute  which  has  been  referred  to,  it  is  only  in  furtherance  of  the 
legal  powers  which  before  existed  for  tlie  removal  of  coroners;  it 
did  not  abridge  the  power  of  the  Chancellor  to  issue  these  writs  ; 
that  power  is  established  by  his  being  in  the  daily  habit 
[*  456]  of  issuing  *  them.  Now  T  venture  to  say  that  the  writ 
(h  coronatore  aiiiovendo  has  not  issued  without  caution, 
and  T  do  not  agree,  if  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  Great  Seal  to 
issur  the  writ,  that  notice  is  necessary.    T  find  the  practice  is  some- 
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times  to  give  notice  and  .sonietinies  not.  The  question  here  is, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Great  Seal  has 
duly  acted  in  the  issuing  of  this  writ.  There  are  many  cases  no 
doubt  in  which  a  man  ought  not  to  be  the  worse  thought  of  be- 
cause he  may  be  embarrassed  in  his  affairs ;  but  the  question  is 
whether  if  a  gentleman's  misfortunes  have  placed  him  in  circum- 
stances in  which  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  him  to  do  the  duty 
which  the  law  imposes  on  him,  and  there  is  a  power  capable  of 
removing  him,  it  is  not  of  necessity  that  he  should  be  removed.  If 
a  person  has  been  in  the  King's  Bench  prison  for  twelve  months 
when  he  ought  to  have  been  in  the  county,  is  it  possible  that  the 
Great  Seal  can  say  that  that  is  not  a  neglect  of  duty  in  the  sense 
in  which  I  use  those  words  ?  his  acceptance  of  the  office  of  coroner 
obliges  him  to  be  resident  there,  and  his  non-residence  is  conclusive 
against  him ;  it  is  a  very  different  thing  to  the  King's  subjects, 
whether  there  be  one  or  several  coroners  resident  in  the  same 
county.  In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion,  without  meaumg  to  reflect 
in  any  degree  on  the  petitioner,  that  he  was  in  a  situation  in  wldch 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Great  Seal  to  remove  him.  I  do  not  say  he 
may  not  be  appointed  again,  but  that  cannot  be;  done  on  the  appli- 
cation of  an  individual ;  the  magistrates,  upon  his  case  being  laid 
before  them,  may  perhaps  feel  it  their  duty  to  recommend  that  he 
should  be  reinstated  ;  but  it  is  not  my  business  to  act  without  some 
communication  of  that  kind. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  power  vested  in  the  Lord  Chaxckllor,  and  stated  in  the  rule, 
is  [(reserved  and  confirmed  by  the  Coroner's  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Yict. 
c.  71),  s.  35.  By  section  8  of  this  Statute  the  Lord  Chancellor  is 
empowered  to  remove  a  coroner  for  "inability  or  misbehaviour  in  the 
discharge  of  ]iis  duties."  It  is  a  misdemeanour  in  any  coroner  to  be 
guilty  "  of  extortion  or  corruption,  or  of  wilful  neglect  of  his  duty,  or 
of  misbehaviour  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  :  "  and  for  this  he  may  be 
removed  by  the  Court  which  tries  him,  and  a  writ  thereupon  issues  for 
the  appointment  of  a  successor.  Coroner's  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict. 
0.  71),  s.  8,  (2).  Failure  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
"  with  respect  to  the  delivery  of  the  inquisition,  or  to  the  taking  and 
delivery  of  the  depositions  and  recognisances,  in  the  case  of  murder  or 
manslaughter,"  is  punishable  by  tiue,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court; 
Coroner's  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  9.  A  solicitor  coroner 
directly  or  indirectly  acting,  by  himself  or  his  partner,  as  solicitor  in 
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tlic  jirdst'cutioii  or  defonoc  o{  ;i  person  charged  by  an  iiujuisitiun  taken 
lu't'iire  liiui  as  coroner,  wlii'tlier  tliat  person  is  tried  on  that  inquisition 
or  on  any  hill  of  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jury,  is  guilty  of  misbe- 
haviour in  the  discharge  of  liis  duty,  and  the  Court  trying  the  person 
charged  may  impose  a  fine  not  exceeding  £50;  Coroner's  Act,  1887 
(50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  10.  A  coroner  may  be  indicted  for  accej)ting 
a  reward  for  not  holding  an  inquest;  Hex  v.  Harrison  (1800),  1  East, 
P.  C.  482. 

.  The  ruling  case  was  applied  by  Lord  Campbell  in  Re  Ward  (1861), 
3  De  G.  F.  .K:  J.  700,  30  L.  J.  Ch.  775,  4  L.  T.  458.  In  Re  Hull 
(1882),  9  Q.  B.  D.  689,  Lord  Selboknk  gave  the  coroner  the  benefit  of 
the  doubt. 

The  grounds  of  removal  by  the  Lokd  Chancellor  are,  prolonged 
absence  from  duty,  as  in  the  ruling  case;  intoxication,  as  in  Re  Ward^ 
siqn-a  ;  refusal  to  hold  an  inquest  without  reasonable  excuse,  lie  Ward, 
supra,  and  Re  Hull,  supra;  delay  in  holding  an  inquest  on  a  dead 
body  in  a  state  of  decomposition,  lif  Hull ;  or  general  inability  (^juia 
mhni.s  Idoneiis  are  the  words  in  F.  N.  B.),  2  D'Anvers  Ab.  tit. 
Coroner.  211. 

Where  a  coroner  is  removed  for  canse,  he  cannot  traverse  the  grounds 
ujMni  which  he  was  removed;  but  he  is  entitled,  upon  showing  that 
the  grounds  are  false,  to  sue  out  a  supersedeas  to  any  new  writ  de  eoro- 
iiatore  eligendo.  12  Hale,  P.  C.  11  and  56,  and  2  D'Anvers,  Ab.  tit. 
Coroner,  211,  citing  5  Co.  Rep.  58/>;  8  Co.  Eep.  41^;;  2  Inst.  32; 
F.  N.  B.  163. 

A  coroner  may  be  compelled  to  hold  an  inquest  upon  the  application 
by,  or  under  the  authority'  of,  the  Attorney-General.  Coroners  Act, 
1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  6. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Tn  this  country  the  office  of  coroner  is  elective ;  the  coroner  is  usually  a 
county  officer,  and  he  is  removable  only  by  the  Governor  of  the  State. 

No.  3.  —  REGINA   v.   HERFORD. 
(Q.  B.     1860.) 

RULE. 

The  duty  of  the  office  of  coroner  in  holding  inquests  is 
limited  to  an  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  death,  upon  view  of 
tlic  body  of  the  deceased,  and  he  cannot,  by  common  law, 
inquire  into  the  cause  of  a  fire  at  which  no  lives  are  lost. 
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Reg.  V.  Herford. 

29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  •249-2.-)5  (s.  c.  3  El.  &  El.  115,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  750,  8  W.  R.  579). 

Coroner.  —  riKjuisition.  —  Jurisdiciion.  —  Fire.  —  Prohibition.      [249] 

A  coroner  has  no  power  to  liold  an  inquisition  respecting  the  origin  of  a  tire. 
Prohibition  may  issue  to  a  Court  exercising  criminal  jurisdiction. 

Rule  calling  upon  William  Herford,  coroner  of  the  city  of  Man- 
chester, to  .show  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  issue, 
directed  to  him,  to  prohibit  him  from  further  holding  an  inquisition 
respecting  the  origin  of  a  fire  at  the  shop  and  premises  of  Levy 
Kreigsfeld,  No.  3,  Palatine  Buildings,  Hunt's  Bank,  in  the  said  city 
of  Manchester. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  said  Levy  Kreigsfeld  was 
a  dealer  in  india  rubber  and  mackintosh  goods,  carrying  on  business 
upon  premises  which  were  usually  locked  up  at  night.  On  the 
evening  of  the  27th  of  March  last  he  locked  up  the  premises  and 
went  home  ;  shortly  afterwards  a  fire  was  discovered  in  the  shop, 
and  the  chief  constable  of  the  city  of  Manchester  suggested  to  the 
said  coroner  the  propriety  of  holding  an  inquest  to  ascertain,  if 
possible,  the  origin  of  the  fire.  The  coroner  accordingly  issued  his 
precept  to  the  chief  constable  to  summon  a  jury,  and  proceeded  to 
hold  the  inquest  as  had  been  suggested  to  him,  acting  solely  upon 
that  suggestion,  and  from  a  regard  to  his  duty  as  coroner,  and  to 
the  public  interest  involved  in  the  discliarge  of  such  duty.  Levy 
Kreigsfeld  was  called  upon  to  attend  the  inquest ;  and  he  did  so, 
accompanied  by  counsel,  who  objected  that  the  coroner  had  no 
power  to  hold  an  inquest  concerning  a  fire.  The  coroner,  never- 
theless, entered  upon  and  continued  the  inquiry  for  some  hours, 
during  which  time  he  examined  Levy  Kreigsfeld  upon  oath,  and 
then  adjourned  the  inquest. 

It  further  appeared  that  in  London,  Lincoln,  Doncaster,  and 
some  other  places,  the  coroners  have  of  late  years  occasionally  held 
inquests  in  cases  of  fire,  when  they  were  required  to  do  so. 

Upon  the  adjournment  of  the  inquest  the  present  rule  was 
obtained,  against  which  — 

Atherton  (Sol.  Gen.),  Wheeler,  and  Fonblanque  showed  cause. 
There  are  two  points  :  first,  whether  prohibition  is  the  proper  mode 
of  trying  the  question  ;  which  is,  secondly,  whether  the  coroner 
has  the  jurisdiction  at  common  law  which  he  has  assumed,  of  hold- 
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iiig  an  inquest  to  inquire  into  the  origin  of  a  fire  where  no  deatli 
has  ensued.      Fir.st,  prohibition  mily   hes  in  civil  cases,  or  at  least 
it  does  not  lie  in  criminal  cases.     The  present  is  a  criminal  case. 
[CoCKBUKN,  J.  C.       Why  criminal  ?] 

It  certainly  is  not  a  civil  jurisdiction  which  the  coroner  exercises 
when  he  holds  an  in(|uest  on  a  death,  and  the  present  is  the  same 
or  a  similar  jurisdiction:  The  Courts  to  which  prohibition  will 
issue  are  enumerated  in  Black.  Com.  b.  3,  c.  vii.  (vol.  3,  p.  112),  but 
not  one  of  them  is  of  a  criminal  jurisdiction. 

[Cromptox,  J.,  referred  to  Com.  Dig.  tit.  rrohibition  (F,  G),  that 
prohibition  lies  if  the  suit  be  for  a  criminal  matter.] 

Comyns  cites  2  Inst.  600.  But  that  has  reference  to  Articuli 
Cleri  (9  Ed.  2),  which  prohibited  the  Spiritual  Courts  from  taking 
cognisance  of  felonies. 

[Ckomi'Ton,  J.  r>ut  the  passage  in  Comyns  shows  that  prohi- 
bition will  issue  to  any  Court  that  has,  or  assumes  to  have,  criminal 
jurisdiction.  And  there  is  a  direct  authority  cited  from  1  Siderfin, 
;'>7 4,  to  that  effect.] 

[Mellish,  contra,  referred  to  12  Be]).  77,  as  assuming  that  prohi- 
bition woidd  lie  to  an  Admiralty  Court  taking  cognisance  of  some- 
thing done  not  within  its  jurisdiction.] 

That  was  a  suit  in  which  the  Admiralty  li;iil  assumed  civil  juris- 
iliction.     Com.  Dig.  tit.    Prohibition   (A,  1),  enumerates  the  Courts 
to   which   prohibition  will    issue  ;  l»ut  they  are  all  either  civil  or 
spiritual.     Fitzherbert,  De  Xat.  Brev.  tit.  I'ldhibition,  gives  forms 
of  the   writ;  but   there  are  none  of  them   framed   for  a  criminal 
court.     Tn  Fomfrai/c's  case,  Lit.  Be]),  li].'),  where  a  i)erson  had  been 
charged  on  the  Statute  of  Usury,  .'57  Hen.A'III.  c.  0,  l)efore  the  Jus- 
tices in   Sessions,  the  point  whether  prohibition  would  lie  to  the 
Sessions  is  mooted,  but  does  not  seem  to  l)e  decided.     In   Grent 
V.    Gonid,  2  H.  Bl.   (',<),  .'5   B.  B.  :U2,  which   was   the  case 
[*  2r)0]  *  of  an  application  for  a  prohil)ition  to  a  court-martial,  the 
matter  was  much  discussed  ;  but  the  prohibition  was  refused 
on  another  ground.     Secondly,  the  coroner  had  the  jurisdiction  he 
claims  at  common  law,  and  no  statute  has  ])assed  to  put  an  end  to 
it.     Black.  Com.  h.   1,  cap.  ix.  (vol.  1,  p.  :>47)  ])oints  out  the  an- 
ticjuity  of  the  coroner's  office  as  equal  to  that  of  sheriff'.     Hale, 
P.  C.  pi.  2,  c.  8  (vol.  2,  p.  .')6),  comments  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
coroner,  in   wliich  inquest  on  fires  is  certainly  not  enumerated. 
Many  of  the  old  powers  of  the  coroners  were  taken  away  ;  l»ut  this 
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is  not  one  which  it  can  be  shown  has  been  taken  away.  Thus, 
Magna  Charta  expressly  prohibits  a  coroner  from  holding  Pleas  of 
the  Crown.  Coke,  2  Inst.,  Comment  on  Magna  Charta,  p.  3(),  shows 
that  the  coroner  had  anciently  many  very  wide  powers.  Nathaniel 
Bacon,  in  his  discourse  "  On  the  Laws  and  Government  of  Ene- 
land  "  (published  in  1688-9,  and  said  to  be  on  the  authority  of 
Selden),  shows  the  very  great  antiquity  and  extensive  jurisdiction 
of  the  coroner — see  chapters  23  and  69.  The  Statute  De  Officio 
Coronatoris,  4  Edw.  I.  Stat.  2,  is  declaratory,  and  in  affirmance  of 
the  common  law,  and  is  imperfect,  for  it  does  not  descril)e  the 
whole  jurisdiction  of  coroners;  for  instance,  it  omits  the  duty  to 
hold  an  inquest  on  any  prisoner  dying  in  gaol,  which,  on  all  the 
authorities,  is  part  of  the  coroner's  duty.  It  is  pointed  out  in 
Jervis  on  Coroners,  pp.  24,  32  (edit,  of  1829),  citing  2  Hawk.  P.  C, 
62,  c.  9,  s.  35,  that  the  statute  does  not  restrain  the  coroner  from 
any  branch  of  his  power  incident  to  his  office  at  common  law. 
The  statute  of  1  Edw.  III.  c.  16,  established  the  office  of  Justice  of 
the  Peace,  and  led,  no  doubt,  to  the  general  disuse  of  the  more 
extensive  jurisdiction  of  the  coroner.  The  older  authorities  must, 
therefore,  be  looked  into;  and  first,  the  Mirror  of  Justices, —  which 
is  thus  mentioned  in  Reeve's  History  of  the  English  Law  (vol.  2, 
p.  358) :  "  The  Mirror  of  Justices  is  a  book  whose  consideration 
may  properly  belong  to  this  reign  (Edward  the  Second).  This 
singular  work  has  raised  much  doubt  and  difference  of  opinion  con- 
cerning its  antiquity.  Some  have  pronounced  it  older  than  the 
Conquest ;  others  have  ascribed  it  to  the  time  of  Edward  the 
Second.  Both  these  opinions  may  be  partly  right.  There  may 
perhaps  have  been  a  work  by  this  name  as  early  as  the  date  sup- 
posed ;  but  whoever  judges  from  the  internal  evidence  of  this  book 
will  be  satisfied  that  great  part  of  it  is  of  a  period  much  later,  and 
certainly  written  after  Fleta  and  Britton  :  for  it  states  many  })oints 
of  law,  as  it  were,  in  a  stage  of  progression  somewhat  receding 
from  those  writers,  and  approaching  nearer  to  those  of  later  times. 
It  is  probable  that  Andrew  Home,  whose  name  it  bears,  might 
take  up  an  ancient  book  of  that  name,  and  work  it  into  the  volume 
we  now  see,  in  the  reign  of  this  king,  or  at  the  end  of  the  former ; 
and,  if  so,  we  should  expect  that  whatever  it  propounds  was  actu- 
ally law  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the  Second."  In  the  translation 
of  the  Mirror,  by  Hughes,  ch.  1,  s.  13,  p.  38  (p.  45  of  the  original 
edition  of  1642),  after  stating  that  there  are  two  kinds  of  coroners, 
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general  and  special,  it  is  said :  "  To  the  office  of  the  one  and  the 
other  "  (general  and  special  coroners)  "  it  doth  belong  to  view  the 
carcases  of  the  dead  by  felony  or  by  mischance ;  or  to  see  the  burn- 
inss  and  the  wounds  and  the  other  felonies."  &c.  And,  again,  at 
p.  42  (pp.  99,  100,  of  the  original  edition  of  1642):  "Also,  they 
used  to  inquire  of  burnings,  and  who  put  to  the  fire,  and  how  ;  and 
whether  it  were  by  felony  or  mischance,"  &c.  Again,  in  Bracton, 
lib.  3,  cap.  5,  fol.  121,  it  is  said,  "  Cum  autem  contingat  homicidium 
fieri  quandoque  in  domibus,  quandoque  in  villis,  quandoque  in 
vicis,  quandoque  in  campis  extra  villam,  et  etiam  in  nenioribus,  et 
ad  coronatores  pertineat  de  hujusmodi  occisis  cognoscere,  et  de 
interfectore,  quis  ille  fuerit,  si  nesciatur,  diligentem  facere  inquisi- 
tionem.  .  .  .  Accedere  debent  ad  occisos  vel  vulneratos,  sive  ad 
submersos  vel  subito  mortuos,  et  ad  domorum  fractiones,"  &c. 
Fleta,  in  lib.  1,  cap.  18,  §  5,  (p.  21.  edit,  by  Selden),  De  Coronatori- 
hus,  writes  :  "  Imprimis  fideliter  priesentent  de  omnibus  murdris 
homicidiis  feloniis,  per  quem  quando  et  ubi,"  &c.  Fleta  is  referred 
to  by  Reeves,  in  his  History  of  the  English  Law,  vol.  2,  p.  279,  and 
is  stated  to  be  a  treatise  upon  the  whole  law  as  it  stood 
■[*  251]  at  the  time  the  author  wrote.  Tt  is  also  stated  that  *  the 
author  followed  Bracton  in  manner  and  matter,  and  adopted 
his  plan.  In  Britten,  by  Kelham,  c.  1,  s.  3,  p.  11,  it  is  said: 
"  Also,  it  is  our  pleasure,  that  as  soon  as  any  felony  or  misadven- 
ture has  happened,  or  treasure  be  found  designedly  concealed 
underground,  or  in  the  case  of  the  rape  of  women,  or  the  breaking 
of  our  prison,  or  of  a  man  wounded  almost  to  death,  or  of  other 
accident  happening,  that  the  coroner,  as  soon  as  ever  he  has  notice 
of  it,  issue  his  precept  to  the  sheriff,  or  the  bailiff  of  the  place 
where  the  accident  happened,  that  at  a  certain  day  he  cause  to 
appear  before  him  at  the  place  where  the  accident  happened,  the 
four  adjacent  townships,  and  more,  if  need  be,  by  whom  he  may 
inquire  of  the  truth  of  the  casualty."  These  old  authorities, 
therefore,  show  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coroner  is  not  confined 
to  ca,ses  of  death  ;  and  althovigh,  no  doul)t,  Lord  Coke,  in  the  4th 
Inst.  p.  271,  says,  "  The  coroner  can  in(iuire  of  no  felony,  save 
the  death  of  a  man,  and  that  sujjc?'  visum  corporis"  the  common 
law  appears  to  have  been  otherwise. 

[Blackburn,  J.  In  the  27  Ass.  pi.  55,  it  is  said,  that  this 
Court  sent  back  an  indictment  in  order  that  it  might  appear 
whether  the  coroner  had  had  a  view  of  the  body,  or  whether  there 
had  been  an  express  order  to  him  to  hold  the  inquest] 
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In  Garnett  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  at  p.  620,  Bayley,  B.,  said  : 
"  At  common  law  the  coroner  had  power  to  hear  and  determine 
felonies ;  at  that  time,  therefore,  his  court  was  analogous  to  the 
ordinary  courts  of  law ;  but  his  powers  were  abridged  by  Magna 
Charta,  c.  17."  In  Jervis  on  Coroners,  p.  44,  we  find  this  passage  : 
"  It  would  seem  from  the  stat.  De  officio  Coroiiatoris  that  the 
authority  of  coroners  with  respect  to  felony  was  not  limited  to 
inquests  of  death  only  ;  for  by  that  statute  they  are  directed  to 
inquire  of  breakers  of  houses,"  &c.  It  will  be  said  that  Magna 
Charta,  c.  17,  diminishes  the  power  which  the  Crown  might  have 
had  by  the  words,  "  Nullus  Vicecomes,  Constabularius,  Coronator 
vel  alii  balivi  nostri  teneant  placita  Coronse  nostrse  ;  "  but  "  pleas 
of  the  Crown  "  mean  accusations  which  were  answered ;  while 
there  is  no  accusation  or  answer  before  the  coroner,  and  the  inqui- 
sition, when  signed  and  returned,  becomes  an  indictment. 

[Blackburn,  J.  If  we  find  that  a  particular  jurisdiction  has 
fallen  into  desuetude,  and  there  is  an  ancient  statute  which  may 
have  taken  it  away,  may  we  not  construe  the  statute  by  the  fact 
of  the  jurisdiction  being  no  longer  in  use  ?  ] 

It  may  well  be  that  it  has  fallen  into  desuetude  in  consequence 
(if  no  fees  being  attached  to  the  office  in  respect  of  that  jurisdic- 
tion ;  and  it  is  laid  down  in  Dw^arris  on  Statutes,  p.  529,  that  an 
Act  of  Parliament  cannot  be  repealed  by  non-user.  If  the  juris- 
diction has  ever  existed,  it  still  exists,  unless  taken  aw^ay  by 
statute ;  and  that  cannot  be  shown. 

[WiGHTMAX,  J.  Could  any  fee  be  taken  if  a  coroner  held  an 
inquest  upon  a  fire  ?  ] 

Perhaps  not ;  but  when  the  office  was  first  instituted,  no  fees 
at  all  were  taken. 

Mellish  and  Fearnley,  in  support  of  the  rule.  —  The  opinion  of 
Lord  Coke  is  plain  and  decisive,  for  in  his  note  to  cap.  17  of 
Magna  Charta,  2  Inst.  31,  he  says,  "  But  what  authority  had  the 
sheriff"  in  Pleas  of  the  Crown  before  this  statute  ?  This  appears 
by  Glanvill,  that  the  sheriff  in  the  tourn  (for  that  is  to  be  in- 
tended) held  plea  of  theft,  for  he  saith,  '  Excipitur  crimen  furti, 
qiiod  ad  vice-comitem  pertinet,  et  in  comitatibus  placitatur ; '  but  he 
may  inquire  of  all  felonies  by  the  common  law,  except  the  death 
of  man.  And  what  authority  had  the  coroner  ?  The  same 
authority  he  now  hath,  in  case  when  any  man  come  to  violent 
and   untimely  death,  super   visum  corporis,  &c. ;   abjurations  and 
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outlawries,  appeales  of  death  by  bill,  &c.  This  authority  of  the 
coroner,  viz.,  the  coroner  solely  to  take  an  indictment  saiJer  vUuiii 
corporis,  and  to  take  an  appeale,  and  to  enter  the  appeale,  and  the 
count  remaineth  to  this  day.  But  he  can  proceed  no  further, 
either  upon  the  indictment  or  appeale,  but  to  deliver  them  over  to 
the  Justices,  and  this  is  saved  to  them  by  the  statute  of  Will.  1. 
c.  10.  And  this  appeareth  by  all  our  old  books,  l)ook  cases,  and 
continual  experience."  There  is  a  difficulty  in  distinguishing  be- 
tween the  jurisdiction  of  coroners  in  cases  of  appeals  and 
[*  252]  in  cases  *  of  indictments.  All  appeals  were  brought  hi 
the  Sherifi''s  Court,  of  which  court  the  coroner  was  a 
member  and  a  Judge  ;  but  in  his  own  court  he  had  power  only  to 
hold  inquests  super  msitm  corporis.  Formerly  criminal  proceed- 
ings were  commenced  by  appeal,  and  the  coroner  had  authority  to 
inquire  into  the  circumstances  of  the  crime,  though  whether  with 
or  without  the  assistance  of  a  jury  does  not  appear.  If  the  4  Edw. 
I.  Stat.  2.  {De  Officio  Corona toris)  is  looked  at,  it  appears  very 
doubtful  whether  an  in({uest  can  be  h(3ld,  except  siipc)-  visum  cor- 
poris;  but  the  statute  may  be  construed  by  referring  to  the  writer 
from  whose  work  it  is  copied,  namely,  Bracton,  who  declares  the 
wdiole  duty  of  coroners,  and  he  does  not  anywhere  say  that  the 
duty  of  holding  inquests  upon  the  burning  of  houses  is  thrown 
upon  coroners.  It  may,  therefore,  be  assumed,  that  in  the  time 
of  Hen.  III.  the  coroners  had  not  this  jurisdiction.  It  is  true  that 
Bracton  says,  that  the  coroner  is  to  go  ad  domorum  fractioncs,  as 
well  as  to  see  people  who  are  dead  or  wounded  ;  but  where  he 
speaks  of  what  the  coroner  is  to  do,  it  is  only  svper  visum  corporis. 
The  statute  mentions  rapes,  but  only  in  the  way  of  appeals,  si 
autern  aliquis  appcUatus  fuerit  de  rapta,  in  which  event  the  person 
is  to  be  attached. 

[WitrHTMAN,  J.  It  seems  that  in  a  case  of  death,  the  coroner 
would  have  to  ascertain  the  fact;  but  in  case  of  appeal,  all  that 
he  would  have  to  do  would  be  to  enter  the  appeal.] 

No  mention  is  made  of  holding  an  inquest  in  a  case  of  arson. 
Fleta  really  agrees  with  Bracton,  but  leaves  out  the  domorum 
fractiones.  Britton  is  a  very  short  book,  and  is  not  of  so  great 
autliority  as  the  others.  Its  language  is  certainly  rather  larger. 
The  Mirror  of  Justices  states  so  many  things  upon  the  office  of 
coroners  which  are  not  law,  that  it  cannot  be  considered  to  be  a 
l)ook  of  authority.     It  is  not  known  when  it  was  written,  and  it 
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cannot  be  said  that  that  which  was  law  before  the  time  of  Kic.  I. 
is  law  now,  simply  because  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  repealed 
by  Act  of  Parliament.  The  author  may  have  been  writing  of  the 
laws  of  the  Saxons.  He  says,  if  a  man  be  killed  by  false  judgment, 
the  jury  of  the  coroners  are  to  "  deglare  wlio  were  the  Judges,  who 
the  officers  to  form  the  judgment,  and  who  accessories,  and  if  of 
false  witnesses,  who  were  they,  and  the  jurors."  Again,  he  says 
that  the  coroner  is  to  inquire  about  accessories  before  the  fact. 
Again,  that  "  coroners  ought  also  to  make  their  views  of  sodomies, 
and  of  monstrous  births  of  children,  who  have  nothing  of  humanity, 
or  who  have  more  of  other  creatures  than  of  man,"  &c.  All  these 
statements  are  erroneous,  and  show  that  the  book  is  not  to  be 
depended  upon.  He  afterwards  says,  "  also  they  used  to  inquire 
of  burnings,"  &c.,  which  may  be  and  probably  is  equally  erroneous 
with  what  has  gone  before.  The  Statute  of  Marlebridge  (52 
Hen.  III.)  c.  25,  enacts  that,  "  Justiciarii  itinerantes  de  Cietero  non 
amercient  villatas  in  itinere  suo,  pro  eo  quod  singuli  xri.  annorum 
non  venerint  coram  Vicecomitibus  et  Coronatoribus,  ad  inquisi- 
tiones  de  roberiis,  incendiis  domorum,  vel  aliis  ad  coronam  spectan- 
tibus  faciend '.  Dum  tamen  de  villatis  illis  veniant  sutticientes, 
per  quos  in(|uisitiones  hujusmodi  plene  fieri  possunt,  exceptis 
inquisitionibus  de  niorte  liominis  faciend',"  &c-  And  Lord  Coke, 
in  a  note  to  this  chapter,  2  Inst.  147,  says,  "  That  when  any  rob- 
bery, burning  of  houses,  homicide,  or  other  felony  was  done,  the 
sheriff,  for  so  much  as  pertained  to  him,  or  the  coroner,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  man,  would  summon  many  townships,  and  sometimes 
a  whole  hundred,  where  twelve  would  serve  to  make  inquiry." 
This  is  the  construction  which  has  always  been  put  upon  the 
words  of  the  statute,  reddendo  singula  singulis.  In  the  Articuli 
super  Chartas,  c.  3,  2  Inst.  547,  this  passage  occurs :  "  Ordeine  est, 
que  desormes  en  case  de  mort  de  home,  ou  office  de  coroner  appent 
as  viewes,  et  enquests  de  ceo  faire,  soit  maund  al  coroner  del  pays," 
&c. ;  and  Lord  Coke,  in  a  note,  says,  "  This  is  understood  of  felonies 
of  the  death  of  man  ;  for  the  inquiry  of  that  felony  belongs  to  the 
office  of  the  coroner  of  the  vierge,  and  so  it  is  hereafter  in  this  act 
explained,"  &c.  This  agrees  with  what  is  said  in  the  4th  Inst.  271, 
"  So  the  coroner  can  enquire  of  no  felony  but  of  the  death  of  man, 
and  that  sttpcr  visum  corporis."  In  Staundford,  P.  C.  51.  H, 
it  is  stated,  "  Cest  estatut  quaunt  al  inquisition  a  *  prender,  [*253] 
extenda  soy  totalement  sur  mort  person,  per  que  semble 
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q  le  coroner  ne  pent  in(|uirer  duuter  felony,  forsq  de  moit 
d'homme,"  and  there  reference  is  made  to  Britton,  fol.  o,  to  the 
contrary,  "  Que  il  peat  inquirer  de  rape  de  feninie,  et  de  debruser 
de  prison,  queux  sont  auter  felonies,  que  nest  morte  d'homme." 
Hale,  P.  C,  vol.  2,  p.  57,  agrees,  for  he  says,  "  llegularly  the  coroner 
hath  no  power  to  take  inquisitions,  but  touching  the  death  of  a 
man,  and  persons  subito  mortiii,  and  some  special  incidents  there- 
unto ; "  and  again,  at  p.  66,  "  But  it  is  said  that  he  may  take  the 
confession  of  him  that  breaks  prison,  and  u])on  his  record  thereof 
the  party  shall  be  hanged.  But,  although  he  hath  power  to  take 
an  inquisition  touching  the  death  of  a  n)an,  it  must  be  super  visum 
corporis,  2i\\(\  not  otherwise."  So  in  Com.  Dig.  tit.  "  ( Jtiicer  "  ((I.  11), 
we  read  "  So  that  the  coroner,  notwithstanding  Magna  Charta,  c.  17, 
may  take  an  indictment  upon  the  death  of  a  man  (2  Inst.  32),  but 
only  upon  the  death  of  a  man,  not  for  otlier  felony  (4  Inst.  271)." 

[WiGHTMAX,  J.  I  find,  in  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  "  Coroners  "  (C),  tliis 
statement,  "  According  to  some  opinions  a  coroner  ex  officio  hath 
no  power  to  take  any  indictment,  except  of  the  death  of  a  man." 
Then  a  number  of  authorities  are  referred  to,  and  the  editor  says, 
"  But,  without  custom,  he  hath  no  authority  to  take  any  inquisi- 
tion other  than  on  death."] 

(They  were  then  stopped.) 

COCKBURN,  C.  J. :  — 

T  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute,  on  the 
ground  that  a  coroner,  who  holds  an  inquest  in  the  manner 
alleged  in  these  affidavits,  acts  beyond  the  proper  limits  of  his 
office  and  jurisdiction.  We  have  the  authority  of  three  of  the 
gravest  authors  who  have  expounded  and  illustrated  the  law  of 
England,  for  saying  that  the  duties  of  the  office  of  coroner  in 
holding  inquests  are  limited  to  cases  of  homicide,  upon  view  of  the 
body  of  the  deceased.  We  have  the  authority  of  Lord  Cokk  and 
of  Lord  Hale,  who  thus  state  the  law  in  clear  and  distinct  terms, 
and  their  opinion  is  adopted  by  Chief  Baron  CoMYNS,  without  the 
expression  of  the  slightest  doubt  upon  tlie  question.  I  conceive 
that  these  authorities  are  amply  sutticicnt,  in  the  absence  of  any 
statutable  authority,  to  make  good  the  proposition  of  law  that  the 
coroner  does  not  possess  the  authority  contended  for.  l>esides, 
from  the  time  of  the  4  Edw.  I.  down  to  the  last  twenty  years, 
there  seems  to  have  been  an  uniform  abstinence  from  tlie  exercise 
of  such  a  jurisdiction.     This  raises  a  difficulty,  for  if  it 'was  part  of 
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the  duty  of  coroner  to  hold  inquests  in  the  case  of  felonies  other 
than  homicide,  the  jurisdiction  would  have  been  exercised  from 
time  to  time,  hut  so  far  as  can  be  shown,  there  has  been  conform- 
ably no  exercise  whatever  of  such  a  jurisdiction.  This,  in  con- 
junction with  the  autliorities,  satisfies  my  mind  that  there  is  no 
such  jurisdiction ;  but,  besides  that,  it  would  seem  that  such  was 
the  opinion  held  by  the  Legislature.  In  old  times  the  office  of 
coroner  was  filled  by  men  of  high  position  in  the  country,  but 
when  professional  men  came  to  be  appointed,  the  Legislature  pro- 
vided for  their  remuneration  in  performing  the  duties  of  coroner. 
In  doing  so,  it  has  invariably  limited  the  remuneration  to  cases  of 
homicide  or  death  by  inadvertence.  Therefore,  it  may  be  inferred 
that  the  Legislature  considered  that  coroners  did  not  possess  the 
jurisdiction  contended  for ;  for,  if  otherwise,  it  would  have  pro- 
vided for  their  remuneration,  and  would  have  taken  care  that  they 
should  receive  proper  fees  where  they  held  inquests  in  cases  of 
arson,  as  well  as  in  cases  of  death.  The*  only  difficulty  is  that 
arising  from  the  Statute  Dc  Officio  Coronatoris,  and  from  the  pas- 
sage in  Britton.  At  first  sight,  tlie  language  of  the  statute  appears 
to  raise  some  difficulty,  for  it  speaks  of  cases  where  "  houses  are 
broken,"  as  well  as  when  "  any  l)e  slain  or  suddenly  dead  or 
wounded,"  which  might  seem  to  imply  that  the  coroner  may  hold 
inquests  in  cases  of  V)urglary  and  housebreaking.  But  I  tliink  that 
Mr.  Mellish  has  removed  that  difficulty  by  showing  that  the  statute 
was  more  or  less  an  abridgment  of  the  law  laid  down  by  Bracton ; 
when  we  refer  to  his  work  we  find  that  he  was  speaking  either  of 
cases  of  appeal,  or  of  the  inquest  to  be  held  by  the  coroner  sujocr 
visum  corporis,  in  cases  of  homicide  or  of  sudden  death.  The 
difficulty  is  removed  when  Bracton  is  looked  at.  Mr. 
Mellish  has  also  given  a  *  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  [*  254] 
passage  in  the  Statute  of  Marlebridge,  so  far  as  words  so 
obscure  can  be  explained.  I  do  not  say  that  all  doubt  has  been 
removed,  but  when  we  find  that,  from  the  time  of  the  4  YAw.  I. 
this  jurisdiction  has  never  been  exercised,  when  we  tind  that  the 
contemporaneous  exposition  of  the  statute  agrees  witli  the  non- 
exercise  of  that  jurisdiction,  and  that,  in  addition,  the  great 
authorities  referred  to  declare,  in  clear  and  explicit  terms,  what 
the  law  is,  we  ought  not  to  say  that  the  jurisdiction  exists,  because 
we  find  that  the  matter  is  mentioned  in  Hawkins  with  some 
doubt.     If  such  jurisdiction  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  lapse  <if 
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500  or  600  years,- it  ought  to  be  by  the  express  authority  of  the 
Legishiture,  not  because  some  persons  may  have  entertained  one 
opinion  of  the  matter,  and  some  another. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. :  — 

This  is  a  case  of  very  general  importance  ;  and,  as  I  understand 
that  of  late  years  inquests  have  been  held  in  like  cases,  and  as  no 
express  decision  upon  the  matter  has  lieen  brought  before  us,  I 
should  have  wished  for  time  to  compare  the  cases,  and  look  into 
the  authorities  with  more  care  ;  but  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  has 
expressed  a  very  clear  opinion  upon  the  point,  and  as  I  am  disposed 
to  agree  with  that  opinion,  I  do  not  wish  to  raise  any  doubt.  The 
original  jurisdiction  of  the  coroner  has  been  to  a  great  extent 
limited  by  Magna  Charta,  c.  17.  The  stat.  De  ojficio  Coronatoris 
is  chiefly  directed  to  holding  inquests  in  cases  of  death,  although 
housebreaking  and  other  matters  are  mentioned  ;  but  these,  as 
appears  from  what  Lord  Coke  says,  relate  to  such  as  concern  the 
deatli  of  a  man.  The  great  point  is  this,  that  from  that  time 
downwards  there  is  no  instance,  except  in  a  few  cases  in  modern 
times,  where  a  coroner  has  exercised  the  jurisdiction  of  holding 
inquests,  except  upon  the  death  of  man.  Lord  Coke  says  that  he 
has  no  power  to  hold  such  an  inquest,  except  in  case  of  death,  for, 
in  2  Inst.  p.  31,  he  writes,  "  And  what  authority  hath  the  coroner? 
The  same  authority  he  now  hath  in  case  wlien  any  man  come  to 
violent  or  untimely  death,  super  visum  cor2)oris,"  &c.  He  there 
contrasts  the  duties  of  the  sheriff  and  coroner  respectively.  This 
opinion  I  find  to  be  fortified  by  Lord  Hale,  who  says,  in  the  pas- 
sage which  has  been  referred  to,  "  that  regularly  the  coroner  hath 
no  power  to  take  inquisitions,  but  touching  the  death  of  a  man," 
&c.  True,  there  is  a  dirtmn  to  the  contrary  in  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  (by 
Curwood),  79,  c.  9.  §  21,  for  he  says,  "This  statute  being  wholly 
directory  and  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law,  doth  neither 
restrain  the  coroner  from  any  branch  of  his  power,  nor  excuse  him 
from  the  execution  of  any  part  of  his  duty  not  mentioned  in  it, 
which  was  incident  to  his  office  before  ;  "  and  at  \).  8:5,  s.  35,  "  Since 
it  is  expressly  declared  by  the  above-mentioned  statute,  that  a 
coroner  ought  to  inquire  of  tlie  breakers  of  houses ;  and  it  is  said 
by  Britton  that  he  may  inquire  of  rape  and  of  the  breach  of  a 
prison,  and  such  power  hath  never  been  expressly  taken  from  him  ; 
it  seems  hard  to  say  that  he  may  not  still  make  such  inquiries  if 
he  please."     lUit  all  tliese  })assages  must  be  looked  at  with  this 
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observation,  that  there  is  great  obscurity  in  these  ancieut  authori- 
ties, and  that,  after  all,  the  best  exposition  of  what  are  the  duties 
of  an  ancient  office  is  what  has  been  the  custom.  Here,  we  find 
that  there  has  been  no  instance  till  in  quite  recent  times  of 
coroners  having  exercised  such  a  jurisdiction  as  that  which  is  now 
claimed.  Whether  it  would  be  an  advantage  that  such  a  jurisdic- 
tion should  be  exercised  I  know  not ;  but,  upon  the  whole, 
although  I  have  some  doubts  upon  the  subject,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  jurisdiction  does  not  exist. 

Blackburn,  J.  : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  are  called  upon  to  prohibit  the 
coroner  from  liolding  the  inquest,  upon  the  ground  that  if  he  did 
SO;  he  would  be  acting  without  jurisdiction.  We  have  the  power 
to  make  the  rule  absolute,  if  we  think  that  the  coroner  has  no 
such  jurisdiction.  It  is  said  that  he  had  it  at  common  law;  and 
that  although  Magna  Charta  took  away  many  parts  of  that  com- 
mon-law jurisdiction,  this  particular  part  is  left  untouched  by  that 
or  any  other  statute.  Now,  it  has  not  been  exercised  for  a  very 
long  time,  and  therefore  it  lies  upon  those  who  allege  that  it  still 
exists,  to  show  tliat  it  has  not  been  taken  away.  They  might 
show  that  it  had  been  exercised,  or  that  the  text-writers  declared 
that  it  had  not  been  taken  away.  But  the  first  has  not 
been  *  done ;  and  as  far  as  the  text-writers  go,  it  is  [*  255] 
declared  by  Staundford,  who  upon  this  point  is  a  great 
authority,  by  Lord  Coke,  by  Lord  Hale,  and  by  Chief  Baron 
C(3MYNS,  that  the  coroner  has  no  jurisdiction  to  hold  an  inquest, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  body  lying  dead.  Then,  as  to  the  exercise 
of  the  jurisdiction  in  old  times,  only  two  instances  are  brought 
before  us,  and  those  in  the  city  of  London,  and  in  the  court  of  the 
sheriff"  and  coroner  by  way  of  appeal,  not  before  the  coroner  in 
the  way  of  an  inquisition.  Mr.  Mellish  has  explained  that  the  court 
of  the  .sheriff  and  the  coroner  is  an  ancient  court,  distinct  from 
that  of  the  coroner,  alone,  so  that  the  cases  referred  to  are  no  deci- 
sions upon  the  matter  before  us.  In  the  Book  of  Assize,  27  Edw. 
III.  fol.  141,  pi.  55,  we  find  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  sent 
back  an  indictment,  giving  as  a  reason  that  the  coroner  could  not 
hold  an  inquest,  except  upon  the  view  of  the  body,  or  by  special 
writ  sent  him  for  the  purpose.  Again  in  35  Hen.  VI.  pi.  33,  fol.  27, 
B,  the  same  proposition  is  stated,  and  though  it  is  not  certain 
whether  the  statement  is  made  by  one  of  the  Judges  or  by  the 
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counsel,  it  seems  to  be  put  as  clear  and  distinct  law  that  a  coroner 
cannot  hold  the  inquest  except  as  above  mentioned;  and  nothing 
is  stated  to  the  contrary.  In  the  course  of  the  learned  argument 
which  has  been  addressed  to  us,  obscure  and  difficult  passages 
have  been  referred  to  in  the  Mirror  of  Justices  and  elsewhere  ;  but 
they  are  not  sufficient  to  show  that  at  common  law  the  coroner 
had  the  authority  which  he  is  now  alleged  to  have.  If  he  had,  it 
ig  clear  that  Magna  Cliarta  took  it  away.  It  is  very  true  tliat 
no  statute  can  be  abrogated  by  mere  non-user,  but  where  the 
non-user  has  prevailed  for  many  hundred  years,  it  affords  a  very 
tjood  argument  that  that  which  had  not  been  used  for  so  long  a 
time  has  no  existence.  My  Brother  Crompton  authorises  me  to 
say  that  he  agrees  with  the  view  which  has  been  expressed ;  and 
that  the  only  thing  about  which  he  felt  any  difficulty  was  tlie 
passage  in  the  stat.  De  Officio  Coronatoris,  and  that  Mr.  Mellish 
had  cleared  up  that  difficulty  to  his  satisfaction. 

COCKHUKN,  C.  J. :  — 

If  we  did  not  state  our  opinion  sufficiently  during  the  argument, 
I  wish  to  add  that  we  have  no  doubt  tliat  a  prohibition  may  issue 
to  control  a  Court  of  criminal  jurisdiction  e(|ually  as  a  Court 
exercising  civil  jurisdiction.  Utile  absolute 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

In  21  Edward  TV.  it  was  resolved  bj'  all  the  Judges  that  if  a  man 
were  killed  and  buried  before  the  coroner  liad  lield  an  inquest  on  view 
of  the  body,  the  coroner  niiglit  hiwfull}'  take  him  out  of  the  grave  to 
see  tlie  wounds  to  draw  a  good  indi(;tmeiit.  Ih'o.  Ah.  tit.  Corone,  pi. 
167.  Althougli  tlie  coroner  apparently-  still  possesses  this  power,  it  is 
customary  for  him  to  obtain  a  warrant  fnnu  the  Secietary  of  State  for 
the  Home  Depai'tment. 

It  is  a  misdemeanour  to  burn  or  otherwise  dispose  of  a  dead  body 
with  intent  to  prevent  or  obstruct  the  holding  of  an  inquest,  where 
the  inquest  is  one  that  the  coroner  has  jurisdictioTi  to  hold.  J^^'';/.  v. 
Stephenson  (C.  C  R.  1884),  13  Q.  B.  D.  381,  53  L.  J.  M.  C.  170,  ~y2 
L.  T.  267,  33  W.  R.  44.  In  Re  Hull  (1882),  9  Q.  R.  1).  689,  it  was 
laid  down  by  Lord  Selborne  that  a  coroner  was  not  justified  in  delay- 
ing an  inquest  upon  a  dead  body  in  a  state  of  decomposition  for  so  long 
a  j)eriod  as  five  days,  in  order  that  the  body  might  be  identified  and 
buried  and  registered  under  the  right  name;  and  the  fact  that  the  body 
was  in  a  mortuary  made  no  difference. 

M\anq)les  of  the  strictness  of  the  rule  requiring  a  view  of  the  body 
are  given  in  the  reporter's  notes  to  Rex  v.  Ferntnd,  p.  148,  ante. 
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In  tlie  view  of  Lord  Hale,  wliere  the  stroke  was  given  in  one 
count}'  and  the  death  occurred  in  anotlier,  the  Justices  or  coroner  of 
the  county  where  the  [lart^^  died  were  to  inquire  and  proceed  as  if  the 
stroke  had  been  given  in  the  same  county.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  42G,  427; 
2  Hale,  P.  C.  66.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  inquiry,  if  held 
before  a  coroner,  was  taken  under  a  special  commission,  for  where  a 
■man  committed  suicide,  and  his  body  could  not  be  found,  the  inquest, 
which  was  necessary  to  entitle  the  Crown  to  the  forfeiture  of  the  goods 
of  the  felo  tie  se,  was  taken  before  Justices  of  the  Peace.  2  D'An- 
vers,  Ab.  tit.  Coroners,  210,  pi.  8,  in  margin  citing 3  Inst.  55;  Poph. 
209;  1  Ivoll.  Rep.  217.  By  the  joint  effect  of  sections  3  and  7  of  the 
Coroners'  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71),  the  coroner  within  whose 
jurisdiction  the  body  lies,  whether  the  cause  of  death  arose  within  his 
jurisdiction  or  not,  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  holding  an  inquest. 

^^  here  an  order  for  a  melius  li/t/itire)i(luiii.  is  obtained  from  the  High 
C()urt,  under  section  6  of  the  Coroners'  Act,  1887,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
have  a  view  of  the  bod}-,  imless  the  Court  otherwise  orders:  subs.  3. 

Upon  receipt  of  information  of  a  sudden  death,  the  coroner  has  no 
discretion  to  refuse  to  hold  an  inquest,  unless  he  has  received  further 
evidence  pointing  to  tlie  cause  of  death-  and  negativing  violence  or 
suicide.  He  Hull,  supru.  He  should  not,  however,  exex'cise  his  office 
in  a  vexatious  and  oppressive  manner,  as  by  insisting  on  holding  an 
in(piest  on  the  body  of  a  person  who  has  died  suddenly  if  there  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  the  person  has  died  from  other  than  natural 
causes.  Rex  v.  Justlres  of  Kent  (1809),  11  East,  229,  10  E.  R.  484. 
Rut  a  coroner  is  justified  in  acting  on  information  which,  if  true,  would 
make  it  his  duty  to  hold  an  inquest  if  he  honestly  believes  the  truth 
of  the  information.     Reg.  v.  Stepheiison,  su^jra. 

The  distinction  between  the  duties  of  a  coroner  and  of  a  Court  before 
which  a  prisoner  stands  indicted  for  murder  or  manslaughter  was 
l>ointed  out  in  some  old  cases,  in  which  a  uielhis  inqulrenduni  was 
awarded,  because  the  inquest  did  not  state  who  had  killed  the  deceased, 
but  had  given  a  general  verdict  of  acquittal  against  the  person  sus- 
])ected  of  having  caused  the  death.  Bro.  Ab.  tit.  Corone,  pi.  32  and 
52.  The  same  view  is  given  by  Lord  Halr  (2  Hale,  P.  C  6o),  who 
tells  us  that  it  was  customary  in  his  day  to  return  "some  fictitious 
name,  as  John-a-Xoke,  which  serves  the  turn."  The  wording  of  the 
present  statutes  enables  the  jurors  to  return  a  verdict  of  nnirder  against 
some  person  or  persons  to  the  jurors  unknown.  A  coroner  can  only 
inquire  who  are  accessories  before  the  fact.  Coroners'  Act,  1887, 
s.  4  (3),  which  reproduces  3  Hen.  VII.  c.  1;  and  see  2  D'Anvers,  Ab. 
210,  pi.  3,  in  margin,  where  the  authorities  are  given. 

The  High  Court  may  order  a  second  inquest  upon  application  made 
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by  or  uikUt  tlie  autliority  of  tlie  Attorney-General,  if  it  i.s  satisfied  that 
"by  reason  of  fraud,  rejection  of  evidence,  irregularity  of  i)roceedings, 
insufficiency  of  inquiry,  or  otherwise,  it  is  necessary  or  desirable  in  the 
interests  of  justice  that  another  inquest  should  be  held."  The  second 
inquest  may  be  directed  to  be  taken  before  some  other  coroner  than  the 
one  who  held  the  first  inquiry.  Coroners'  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict, 
c.  71),  s.  (3.  Prior  to  this  Act  the  Court  could  quasli  an  inquisition 
upon  certiorari,  but  the  inelius  iiujnirendum,  if  awarded,  was  directed 
to  the  same  coroner,  Reg.  v.  Carter  (Q.  B.  D.  1876),  45  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
711.  The  principal  matters  referable  to  certiorari  will  be  found  under 
that  title  in  5  R.  C.  p.  527,  et  scq. 

The  power  given  by  section  20  of  the  Coroners'  Act,  1887,  to  amend 
an  inquisition  can  only  be  exercised  by  the  Court  mentioned  in  that 
section,  and  has  left  untouched  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division  to  quash  an  inquisition  for  an  irregularity  apjiarent  on 
the  face  of  it.  Bey.  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Co.  (1888),  20  Q.  B. 
D.  410,  57  L.  J.  M.  C.  .31,  58  L.  T.  765,  36  W.  li.  506.  The  section 
is  in  these  terms:  "  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  liaving  cognizance  of 
the  case,  an  inquisition  finds  sufficiently  the  matters  required  to  be 
found  thereby,  and  where  it  charges  a  person  with  murder  or  man- 
.slaughter,  sufficiently  designates  tbat  person  and  the  offence  charged, 
the  inquisition  shall  not  be  quashed  for  an}'  defects,  and  the  Court  may 
order  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court  to  amend  any  defect  in  the  inqui- 
sition, and  any  variance  occurring  between  the  inquisition  and  the 
evidence  offered  in  proof  thereof,  if  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  such 
defect  or  variance  is  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  that  the 
defendant  or  person  traversing  the  incpiisition  cannot  be  prejudiced  by 
the  amendment  in  his  defence  or  traverse  on  the  merits,  and  the  Court 
majf  order  the  amendment  on  such  terms  as  to  postj)oning  the  trial  to 
be  had  before  the  same  or  another  jury  as  to  the  Court  may  seem 
reasonable;  and  after  the  amendment  the  trial  shall  ]>roeeed  in  like 
manner,  and  the  inquisition,  verdict,  and  judgment  shall  be  to  tlie 
same  effect,  and  the  record  shall  be  drawn  up  in  the  same  form  in  all 
respects  as  if  the  inquisition  had  originally  been  in  the  form  in  which 
it  stands  when  so  amended." 

By  the  custom  of  Northumberland  the  coroner  may  inquire  of  other 
felonies.     2  Hale,  P.  C.  65. 

By  a  private  Act  of  Parliament,  City  of  London  Fire  Inquests  Act, 
1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  xxxviii.),  the  city  coroner  is  now  empowered  to 
inquire  into  the  origin  of  fires  occurring  within  the  city  of  London  or 
the  liberties  thereof. 

The  jurisdiction  of  a  coroner  with  regard  to  treasure  trove  is  confined 
to  an  inquiry  as  to  who  were  the  finders,  and  wdio  is  suspected  thereof. 
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4  Ed.  I.  Stat.  U;   Coroners'  Act,  18<S7,  s.  3G;  Attonieij-General  y.  Moore 
(1893),  1  Ch.  676,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  607,  68  L.  T.  574,  41  W.  R.  294. 

The  coroner's  duties  with  respect  to  deodands  or  forfeitures  for  fel- 
onies have  ceased  to  exist.  The  Crown  is  no  longer  entitled  to  deodands 
by  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  62;  and  forfeiture  for  treason  or  felony  was  abol- 
ished by  the  Forfeiture  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23). 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 
In  some  States  a  statutory  power  is  given  to  coroners  to  inquire  into  the 
origin  of  fires. 


No.  4.  — SIR   WILLIAM   WITHIPOLE'S   CASE. 
(1628.) 

No.  5.  — EEGINA  V.  DUTTON. 
(Q.  B.  I).  1892.) 

RULE. 

The  disqualifications  and  exemptions  from  service  upon 
juries  extend  to  service  upon  coroners'  juries. 

Sir  William  Withipole's  Case. 

W.  Jones  198,  199  (s.  c.  Cro.  Car.  134,  Ley,  81). 

Coroner.  — Jury.  —  Disqualijicatlon. 

The  statute  11  H.  IV.  c.  9,  as  to  the  return  of  jurors,  extended  as  well  to 
inquests  before  the  coroner  as  to  indictments  before  justices.  And  persons 
outlawed  in  personal  actions  are  disqualified. 

Sir  Edward  Withipole  was  indicted  before  the  coroner  of  Suffolk 
for  murder,  and  this  was  removed  into  the  King's  Bench,  upon 
which  the  said  Withipole  was  arraigned,  and  he  prayed  that  he 
might  have  counsel,  for  that  he  had  matter  in  law  to  show  (by 
word  of  mouth)  against  the  said  indictment,  and  he  had  counsel 
assigned,  who  took  divers  exceptions  to  the  said  indictment,  on  the 
statute  of  11  H.  IV.  c.  9,  and  they  put  this  by  way  of  plea,  namely  : 
(1)  That  the  jury  was  returned  by  one  who  was  neither  bailiff  of  a 
liberty  nor  sheriff.  (2)  That  one  Aliston  was  of  the  jury,  who 
nominated  himself  to  be  returned,  and  divers  others  of  the  jury 
"  upon  his  nomination.  And  (3)  that  two  of  the  jurors  were  out- 
lawed in  personal  actions,  and  on  this  prayed  that  the  indictiii "iiL 
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might  l>e  quashed,  and  pleaded  over  to  the  felony.  And  there 
were  two  (|uestion.s  mooted  amongst  the  justiees  :  first,  whether  the 
statute  of  11  H.  IV.  extends  to  the  inquisition  before  the  coroner. 
And  it  appeared  to  Hyde,  Whitlock,  and  Crooke,  j^rimd  facie, 
that  it  does  not  so  extend.  But  Jones  was  of  the  contrary  opinion. 
Secondly,  whether  outlawry  in  personal  actions  makes  the  indict- 
ment void.  And  they  prayed  the  advice  of  all  the  Justices  and 
])arons.  And  it  appeared  to  all  the  other  Justices  and  Barons  that 
the  statute  extends  to  the  inquisition  taken  before  the  coroner. 
And  as  to  the  second  question  they  were  divided  in  opinion.  Vide 
,")4  E.  1  Proces.  Fitz.  288  (the  majority  holding  on  the  authority  of 
the  case  cited  and  another  case,  21  Hen.  YI.  pi.  30,  that  outlawry  in 
personal  actions  is  a  disqualification  under  the  statute,  because  an 
outlawed  person  is  not  accounted  prohiis  et  leyalis  homo  to  be  sworn 
in  an  inquest).^  Afterwards  he  was  indicted  by  Commission  of 
Oyer  and  Terminer  and  arraigned  the  first  day  of  the  Term,  and 
he  says  that  he  ought  not  to  be  arraigned,  for  that  he  had  pleaded 
to  the  former  inquisition.  But  the  Court  overruled  the  objection, 
and  to  make  the  matter  clear  they  made  the  order  that  the  former 
should  be  quashed  ;  whereupon  he  pleaded  on  terms,  that  one  of 
the  jury  is  an  outlaw.  But  that  was  not  allowed  by  the  Court,  for 
admitting  that  the  plea  was  good,  which  was  not  decided,  yet  he 
ought  to  have  produced  the  record  of  outlawry  under  the  seal  (of 
the  Court)  upon  pleading  his  plea.  And  therefore  he  pleaded  over 
to  the  felony  —  JVot  guilty. 

Reg.  V.  Button. 

61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  190-193  (s.  c.  [1892]  1  Q.  B.  48(1.  66  L.  T   324,  40  \V.  11.  270). 

Coroner''s  Juri/.  —  Exemption. 

The  exemptions  in  the  schedule  to  the  .Juries  Act,  1S70,  apply  to  jurors 
summoned  to  serve  upou  coroner's  inquests. 

This  was  an  order  nisi  calling  upon  the  coroner  of  the  Kingston 
district  of  the  county  of  London  to  show  cause  why  his  order  or 
adjudication,  wherel)y  he  imposed  a  fine  of  £5  ui)on  one  William 
T)utton  for  not  appearing  and  serving  as  a  juryman  upon  a  certain 
inquiry  on  her  Majesty's  behalf  touching  the  death  of  Mary  Ann 
Ames,  should  not  be  quashed. 

'  The  reasons  of  the  opiuion  of  the  majority  are  here  sii])plic(I  from  the  report 
iu  Croke. 
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From  affidavits  it  appeared  that  William  Dutton  was,  and  had 
l)een  for  fifteen  years,  managing  clerk  to  a  solicitor.  On  the  12th 
of  June,  1<S91,  he  was  served  by  the  coroner's  officer  with  a 
summons  to  appear  before  the  coroner  as  a  juryman.  He  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  coroner  stating  that,  being  managing  clerk  to  a 
solicitor,  he  was  exempt  from  serving  on  juries.  The  coroner 
replied  that  as  a  solicitor's  managing  clerk  he  was  not  exempt 
from  serving  on  a  coroner's  inquest,  and  cited  the  County  Juries 
Act,  1825  (6  Geo.  IV.  c.  50),  s.  52,  and  the  Juries  Act,  1870  (33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  77).  On  the  9th  of  July  he  was  summoned  to  appear  as  a 
juryman  to  inquire  touching  the  death  of  one  Mary  Ann  Ames. 
He  did  not  attend  the  inquest,  and  the  coroner  issued  and  served 
a  certificate  of  fine  certifying  that  he  had  imposed  a  fine  of  <£5  for 
such  default.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  question  as  to  the 
liability  of  solicitors'  managing  clerks  to  serve  on  coroners'  juries 
to  be  decided,  an  order  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  and  quash 
the  certificate  of  fine  was  granted. 

McMorran  showed  cause.  —  The  question  is  whether  the  exemp- 
tions from  service  on  juries,  a  list  of  which  is  set  out  in  the  schedule 
to  the  Juries  Act,  1870,  applies  equally  to  juries  summoned 
by  the  coroner.  Now  the  Coroners'  Act,  1887  (50  *&  [*  191] 
51  Vict.  c.  71),  was  a  consolidating  Act,  and  repealed  a  great 
number  of  ancient  statutes,  which  are  set  out  in  the  third  schedule. 
By  section  3  (clause  1)  it  is  provided  that  "  where  a  coroner  is 
informed  that  the  dead  body  of  a  person  is  lying  within  his  juris- 
diction, and  there  is  reasonable  cause  to  suspect  that  such  person 
has  died  either  a  violent  or  unnatural  death,  .  .  .  the  coroner  .  .  . 
shall,  as  soon  as  practicable,  issue  his  warrant  for  summoning  not 
less  than  twelve  nor  more  than  twenty-three  good  and  lawful  men 
to  appear  before  him  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  there  to  enquire 
as  jurors  touching  the  death  of  such  person  .  .  ."  This  is  the 
only  provision  as  to  qualification  contained  in  the  Act,  and  all  it 
says  is  that  they  shall  be  good  and  lawful  men.  Tiie  Act  of  52 
Hen.  III.  c.  24,  which  provided  that  townships  should  not  be  amerced 
because  all  being  twelve  years  old  "  came  not  afore  the  sheriffs  and 
coroners  to  make  inquiries  of  robberies  ...  or  other  things  per- 
taining to  the  Crown  ;  so  that  there  come  sufficient  .  .  .  excepted 
'•  enquests  for  the  death  of  man,  whereat  all  being  twelve  years  of 
age  ought  to  appear  unless  they  have  reasonable  cause  of  absence." 
Up  to  the  present  time  the  universal  practice  has  been   for  the 
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coroner  to  summon  a  jury  from  the  immediate  neighbourhood 
where  the  death  occurred.  4  Edw.  I.  statute  2,  wliich  was  not 
repealed  till  1887,  provided  that  "  when  coroners  are  commanded 
by  the  king's  bailiffs,  or  by  honest  men  of  the  country,  they  shall 
go  to  the  places  where  any  be  slain  or  suddenly  dead,  .  .  .  and 
shall  forthwith  command  four  of  the  next  towns,  or  five  or  six,  to 
appear  before  him  in  such  a  place,  and  when  they  are  come  thither 
the  coroner  upon  the  oath  of  them  shall  enquire  .  .  ."  Accordingly, 
so  far  as  the  Coroners'  Act  of  1887,  and  the  earlier  statutes  which 
it  repealed,  are  concerned,  it  is  submitted  that  the  Legislature  con- 
templated no  exemption  whatever.  The  statute  upon  which  the 
present  claim  for  exemption  must  rest  is  the  County  Juries  Act  of 
1825,  which  purports  to  consolidate  and  amend  previous  statutes. 
Section  1  enacts  that  "  every  man,  except  as  hereinafter  excepted, 
between  the  ages  of  twenty-one  years  and  sixty  years,  residing  in 
any  county  in  England,"  who  shall  be  possessed  of  certain  property 
qualification,  "  shall  be  liable  to  serve  on  juries  for  the  trial  of  all 
issues  joined  in  any  of  the  King's  Courts  at  Westminster,  and  in 
the  Superior  Courts,  both  civil  and  criminal,  of  the  three  counties 
Palatine,  and  in  all  Courts  of  assize,  nisi  prius,  oyer  and  terminer, 
and  gaol  delivery,  such  issues  being  respectively  in  the  county  in 
which  every  man  so  qualified  respectively  shall  reside.  .  .  ." 
There  is  no  mention  of  a  Coroner's  Court  in  this  section.  Then 
section  2  gives  a  long  list  of  persons  who  "  shall  be  and  are  hereby 
nbsolutely  freed  and  exempted  from  being  returned,  and  from 
serving  upon  any  juries  or  inquests  whatsoever.  .  .  ."  Of  course, 
the  word  "  inquest "  in  this  section  has  a  far  larger  signification  than 
that  of  merely  a  coroner's  inquest.  Section  4  relates  to  the  issue 
of  precepts  requiring  churchwardens  and  overseers  to  prepare  "  a 
true  list  of  all  men  residing  within  tlicir  respective  parishes  and 
townships,  qualified  and  liable  to  serve  on  juries  according  to  this 
Act  as  aforesaid.  .  .  ."  It  is  submitted  "  all  men  "  mean  those 
mentioned  in  section  1.  The  same  may  be  said  of  section  11, 
where  the  expression  "  the  names  of  such  men  qualified  to  serve  on 
juries"  occurs.  Section  25  provides  that  jurors  are  to  be  summoned 
ten  days  before  the  day  of  attendance  in  any  of  the  Courts  afore- 
said. It  is  submitted  that  the  scheme  of  the  Act  was  to  apply  to 
general  juries,  and  not  to  coroners'  juries.  "  Courts  aforesaid " 
relates  to  the  scheme  of  the  whole  Act,  and  not  to  coroners. 
Section  29  enacts  that  "  in  all  inquests  to  be  taken  before  any  of 
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the  Courts  hereinbefore  mentioned  whenever  tlie  king  is  a  party," 
the  king  shall  only  challenge  for  cause.  There  the  word  "  inquest " 
means  an  incj^uiry  or  trial  in  a  Court  mentioned  in  section  1,  and 
not  a  coroner's  inquest.  Section  52  enacts  that  "  no  man  shall  be 
liable  to  be  summoned  or  impanelled  to  serve  as  a  juror  .  .  . 
upon  any  inquest  or  inquiry  to  be  taken  or  made  by  or  before  any 
sheriff  or  coroner  by  virtue  of  any  writ  of  inquiry  .  .  .  who 
shall  not  be  duly  qualified  according  to  this  Act  to  serve  as  a 
juror  upon  trials  at  nisi  i^rius,  .  .  provided  always  that 
*  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  any  inquest  to  be  [*  192] 
taken  by  or  before  any  coroner  of  a  county  by  virtue  of  his 
office  or  to  any  inquest  or  inquiry  to  be  taken  or  made  by  or  before 
any  sheriff"  or  coroner  of  any  liberty,  .  .  .  but  that  the  coroners  in 
all  counties  when  acting  otherwise  than  under  a  writ  of  inquiry, 
and  the  sheriffs  and  coroners  in  all  such  places  as  are  herein 
mentioned,  shall  and  may  respectively  take  and  make  all  inquests 
and  inquiries  by  jurors  of  the  same  description  as  they  have  been 
used  and  accustomed  to  do  before  the  passing  of  this  Act."  It  is 
submitted  that  this  section  refers  to  writs  of  inquiry  which  might 
be  sent  to  the  sheriff,  and  in  his  absence  dealt  with  by  the  coroner  ; 
and  that  the  proviso  was  inserted  ex  majore  cautela,  lest  it  should 
be  considered  that  it  applied  to  the  coroner  in  his  ordinary  ca- 
pacity. Clearly  this  proviso  was  intended  to  preserve  the  power 
possessed  by  the  coroner  from  the  earliest  times  of  summoning  a 
jury  irrespective  of  any  suggested  exemption. 

[Wills,  J.  All  turns  on  the  question  whether  these  large  words 
of  exemption  in  section  2  apply.  Hawkins,  J.  "  Juries  .  .  . 
whatsoever  "  must  include  everything,  and  if  this  be  so,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  give  effect  to  the  proviso  in  section  52.  Wills, 
J.  "  Whatsoever "  would  have  to  be  construed  not  to  mean 
"  whatsoever."] 

In  all  ordinary  cases,  —  that  is  to  say,  in  civil  actions  and 
criminal  trials,  —  the  jurors  are  drawn  from  the  county  at  large  ; 
but  in  cases  of  sudden  death  the  jurors  who  are  to  form  the 
coroner's  jury  are  drawn  from  the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the 
occurrence.  Great  difficulty  has  been  frequently  experienced  by 
the  coroner  in  getting  a  jury  at  all,  and  if  people  always  availed 
themselves  of  the  exemptions  to  which  they  are  undoubtedly 
entitled  in  ordinary  civil  or  criminal  cases,  no  jury  could,  in  many 
instances,  be  obtained.     This  has  lately  been  found  to  be  the  case 
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ill  a  parish  in  Surrey,  withiii  ten  miles  of  London.  Section  9  of  tlie 
Juries  Act  of  1870  exempts  persons  described  in  the  schedule  (a 
list  almost  identical  with  section  2  of  the  Act  of  1825)  from 
"  juries  or  inquests  whatsoever."  As  to  tlie  word  "  inquest,"  the 
contention  already  made  as  to  the  application  and  significance  of 
tlie  word  in  section  2  of  the  County  Juries  Act  of  1825  applies. 
Although  this  Act  repealed  a  long  list  of  statutes,  it  did  not  repeal 
that  of  -1  Edw.  I.  as  to  the  coroner  taking  his  jurors  from  the  next 
town.  4  Edw.  I.  was  in  force  until  the  Coroners'  Act  of  1887  was 
passed.  It  is  submitted  that  it  contemplated  no  exemptions  at  all, 
and  that  the  exemptions  contained  in  the  Juries  Acts  of  1825  and 
1870  are  applicable  only  to  cases  in  which  an  issue  of  civil  or 
criminal  liability  is  to  be  decided,  and  not  to  a  coroner's  inquest. 
Further,  that  the  coroner  was  perfectly  right  in  relying  as  he  did 
upon  the  proviso  in  section  52  of  the  Act  of  1825,  and  holding 
that  the  exemptions  provided  by  that  Act  and  the  Act  of  1870 
were  wholly  inapplicable  to  a  jury  summoned  by  him  to  inquire 
into  a  cause  of  death.  His  certificate  of  line  should,  it  is  submitted, 
be  sustained. 

Hollams,  in  support,  was  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

Hawkins,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  exemptions  in  section  2 
of  6  Geo.  IV.,  the  County  Juries  Act  of  1825,  which  have  been 
re-enacted  by  section  9  of  33  &  34  ^'ict.  c.  77  of  the  Juries  Act  of 
1870,  do  apply  as  well  to  jurors  summoned  to  serve  upon  coroners' 
juries,  as  to  jurors  summoned  to  serve  upon  the  trial  of  civil  and 
criminal  issues  in  the  Courts.  It  is  unnecessary  to  criticise  the 
language  of  the  Acts,  both  ancient  and  modern,  cited  to  us,  for 
the  language  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of  1825  is  precisely  what  the 
Legislature  intended  it  should  be  ;  and  there  is  no  reason  to  say, 
nor  can  it  be  successfully  contended,  that  this  section  is  to  \n'. 
restricted  in  its  application  to  ordinary  cases  of  juries  summoned 
for  the  trial  of  issues,  and  that  it  does  not  include  coroners'  juries. 
AVith  regard  to  section  52  and  the  proviso  contained  in  it,  what 
the  Legislature  purported  to  intend,  no  doubt,  was  this,  —  that 
whilst  provisions  had  been  made  by  the  Act  as  to  the  summoning 
of  juries  in  ordinary  and  general  cases,  such  provisions  were  not  to 
apply  to  coroners'  juries,  which  might  still  be  summoned  by  the 
])rocess  theretofore  in  use,  and  from  the  neighbouiliood  or 
[*  193]  districts  formerly  accustomed.  The  words  of  section  2,  *  fol- 
lowing a  long  list  of  exemptions,  are,  "  shall  be  and  are 
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hereby  absolutely  freed  and  exempted  from  being  returned,  and 
from  serving-  upon  any  juries  or  in(|uests  whatsoever."  Were  we 
to  give  no  eft'ect  to  this  word  "  whatsoever''  and  to  the  application 
of  the  clause  of  the  section  I  have  quoted,  the  whole  of  the  persons 
which  it  purports  to  exempt  would  be  lial)le  to  serve  on  coroners' 
juries  just  as  if  the  section  did  not  apply  to  them.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  the  exemption  does  apply,  and  applies  none  the  less 
because  the  coroner  is  not  bound  by  ordinary  rules  in  the  summon- 
ing of  jurymen. 

Wills,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  qffbstion  is  one  free 
from  serious  doubt.  Section  2  of  the  County  Juries  Act,  1S25,  re- 
enacted  by  section  9  of  the  Juries  Act,  1870,  exempts  certain  per- 
sons from  serving  on  any  juries  whatsoever.  It  has  been  pointed 
out  to  us  that  nine-tenths  of  these  Acts  have  no  reference  to 
coroners'  juries  at  all ;  and,  in  fact,  section  52  of  the  Act  of  1825 
is  the  only  section  which  contains  any  substantive  allusion  to 
them.  Taking  the  words  of  the  proviso  of  this  section  in  their 
literal  significance,  they  are  niconsistent  with  the  words  of  sec- 
tion 2.  It  is  contended  that  if  there  were  no  exemptions  before 
the  Act  of  1825  there  should  be  none  after  it  was  passed,  because 
the  proviso  in  section  52  goes  on  to  say  that  "  coroners  .  .  .  when 
acting  otherwise  than  under  a  writ  of  inquiry,  .  .  .  shall  and  may 
.  .  .  take  and  make  all  inquests  .  .  .  by  jurors  of  the  same  de- 
scription as  they  have  been  used  and  accustomed  to  do  before  the 
passing  of  this  Act."  If  there  be  an  inconsistency  between  the 
two  sections,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  later  section  (section  52) 
ought  to  tiive  wav  to  the  earlier,  because  section  2  cannot  be  irot 
rid  of  without  the  absolute  destruction  of  its  phra.seology.  The 
whole  of  the  persons  named  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  1825  and  in 
the  schedule  to  the  xA.ct  of  1870  are  exempted,  not  from  any  ten- 
derness towards  them  collectively  or  individually,  but  from  reasons 
of  public  policy.  The  public  service  might  be  materially  interfered 
with  if,  for  instance,  members  of  the  Bar,  officers  of  the  Army,  and 
a  number  of  other  persons  of  various  professions,  were  called  upon 
to  serve  on  juries  of  any  description,  because  they  have  avocations 
which  may  have  to  be  exercised  with  promptitude.  We  cannot 
take  away  from  the  words  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  1870,  which 
follow  the  words  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of  1825,  their  proper  sig- 
nification. I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  to  quash  the  coroner's 
C(3rtificate  must  be  made  absolute.  Order  absolute. 

VOL.  VII.  — 12 
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ENGLISH   NOTES. 

It  is  stated  by  the  late  Sir  John  Jervi.s  in  liis  book  on  Coroners  that 
Sir  William  Withipole's  ease  (the  tirst  ruling  ca^se)  is  no  autjiority 
for  the  proposition  for  which  it  is  generally  cited,  because  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  had  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  the  opin- 
ions delivered  by  the  members  of  the  other  Courts  consulted  were  not 
binding  upon  the  parties;  but  Lord  Hale,  who  lived  near  the  time 
when  the  decision  was  given,  treats  the  dissentient  opinion  of  Sir 
William  Jones  Supported  as  it  is  by  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  and 
Barons  of  the  other  Courts)  as  authoritative.  In  this  respect  the  case 
maybe  regarded  in  a  similar  light  to  Tlie  Shijimoney  ease,  State  Trials, 
13  Ch.  I.,  and  Boulston  v.  Sandiford,  1  E,.  C.  16G,  where  the  opinion 
of  a  single  Judge  has  been  received'  as  correctly  stating  the  law, 
although  overridden  by  that  of  his  brothers  of  the  bench. 

The  coroner's  jury  is,  perhaps,  more  truly  the  representative  of  the 
eovijnirgatoi'es  of  former  times  than  the  jury  who  investigate  civil  and 
criminal  cases.  The  Coroners'  Act,  1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  71)  is  in  effect 
a  valuable  historical  record.  B}^  section  3  (1)  the  coroner  is  to  *'  issue 
his  warrant  for  summoning  not  less  than  twelve  nor  more  than  twenty- 
three  good  and  lawful  men,  ...  to  inquire  as  jurors  touching  the 
death,  &c."  Section  4  (5)  enacts:  ''In  case  twelve  at  least  of  the 
jury  do  not  agree  on  a  verdict  tli(>  coroner  may  adjourn  the  inquest  to 
the  next  session  of  oyer  and  terminer,  and  gaol  delivery  held  for  the 
county  or  place  in  which  the  inquest  is  held;  and  if,  after  the  jury 
have  heard  the  charge  of  the  Judge  or  Commissioner  holding  such  ses- 
sion, twelve  of  them  fail  to  agree  on  a  verdict,  the  jury  may  be  dis- 
charged by  such  Judge  or  Commissioner  without  giving  a  verdict." 
This  power  is  not  unfrequently  exercised. 

Where  a  sufficient  number  of  jurors  does  not  appear,  the  practice 'is 
to  empanel  bystanders,  who  have  been  described  as  tales  de  eireum- 
stantibus.  This  has  also  been  done  in  civil  cases,  as  appears  by  the 
record  in  The  Earl  of  Shrewsbvry's  ease,  9  Co.  Rep.  43  b,  and  the 
records  preserved  in  the  third  volume  of  Lord  Eaymond's  Reports, 
The  power  to  choose  this  jury  does  not  seem  to  depend  upon  any  Act  of 
Parliament.  For  although  both  in  Lord  Coke  and  Lord  Raymond 
there  is  a  reference  to  statute,  this  ap])arently  refers  to  the  filing  of  the 
names  of  the  jurors;  because  in  the  record  to  Savile  v.  Roberts  (1(598), 
1  Lord  Raym.  374,  377.  3  Lord  Raym.  264,  267,  and  several  other 
cases  in  3  Lord  Kaym.,  the  record  runs,  "according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  lately  made  and  provided." 
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CORPORATION. 

Part  I.  —  Corporations  at   Common  Law  and  under 
THE  Acts  relating  to  Municipal  Corporations. 

Section      I.     Coustitution. 

Section    II.     Qualificatiou,  Election,  aud  Removal. 

Section  III.     Contracts  and  Property. 


Part  II.  —  Corporations  constituted  for  Public  Pur- 
poses UNDER  Special  Acts  of  Parliament. 


Part  III.  —  Trading  Corporations. 

Section      I.  Registration. 

Section    II.  Prospectus  Memorandum  and  Articles  of  Association. 

Section  III.  Directors  and  Officers. 

Section  IV.  Capital. 

Section    V.  Winding  up. 


Part  I.  —  MUNICIPAL  AND   OTHER  CHARTERED 
CORPORATIONS. 

Section  I.  —  Constitution. 

No.  1.  —  EUTTEE   v.    CHAPMAN. 

(EX.    CH.    1841.) 

rule. 
The  common  law  prerogative  of  the  Crown  to  grant 
a  charter  of  incorporation  to  a  municipality  still  exists 
notwithstanding  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  1835 
(5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76);  and  the  Crown  may  by  such  a 
charter  grant  to  a  new  borough  all  the  powers  of  the 
Act  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76),  although  such  grant  is  not 
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made  according  to  the  provi^^ioiis  of  the  Act  of  1837 
(7  WilL  IV.  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49j,  which  expressly  em- 
powers the  Crown  to  make  such  a  grant.  This  is  con- 
firmed by  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50,  s.  216. 

Rutter  V.  Chapman. 

8  M.  &  W.  1-117. 

Corporation.  —  Charter.  —  Po'cer  of  Crotni  at  Common  Law. 

The  grant  liytlie  Ciowii  of  a  c'liartev  of  incorporation  of  al)oroui4li  may  l)e 
an  exercise  of  tlie  coinnioii-law  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  altlioiigli  tlie  charter 
extends  to  the  new  cor]xjration  the  powers  of  the  Municipal  ("or])oration  Act, 
.'i  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  7fi.  whicli  the  Crown  has  power  to  do  only  hy  virtue  of  the 
1  Vict.  c.  7S.  s.  4!). 

The  Crown  may.  hy  its  common-law  ]ii'erogative.  a]i]ioint  in  such  t-liartcr, 
the  nuinhcr.  and  set  out  the  limits  of  the  waids,  in  the  new  l)orough. 

'I'lic  Crown  may  also  hy  sucli  charter  delegate  to  an  individual  tlie  power 
of  a])pointing  the  fii-st  nif^nhers  of  sncli  corporation  ;  or  may,  at  all  events, 
appoint  a  person  to  ascertain  the  individuals  who  comjuxse  the  class  to  whom 
the  charter  is  granted.      [I.oi-d  Dkn.m.xn.  C.  ,]..  and  \\'ii.i.iams.  .1.,  diss.] 

This  wns  an  action  on  the  case  for  distinltiuo  the  jiLaintiff  in 
liis  office  of  coroner  for  the  township  of  Churhon-iipon-Medhick, 
in  the  county  ])aLitine  of  Lancaster.  The  defendant  justified  as 
coroner  ap])ointed  Ijy  tlie  coipoiation  of  ^lanchester,  wliicli  was 
incorporated  by  charter,  (hited  the  L*.">rd  October,  l(S4r).  "j'he 
borough  of  Manchester  iiududed  Cliorlton-u])on-]\IedhKd'C. 

The  phaintifC,  b}'  liis  replication,  traversed  the  giant  and  accep- 
tance of  the  charter. 

The  cau.se  came  on  for  trial  hefore  M.u  i.k,  !>. ,  at  the 
[*12]  *  Liverpool  Suninier  Assi/es,  IH'M).  It  was  ])ro\('(l  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  that  on  the  2nd  of  Fehruary,  IS.'mS, 
a  requisition  was  presented  to  the  Uorouolneeve  and  constaldes  of 
the  l)orougli  of  Manchester,  signed  l)y  nine  hundred  and  forty-four 
persons,  recpiesting  them,  as  returuino  officers  of  ^Manchester,  to 
call  a  meeting  of  the  rate-])ayers  of  the  horough,  to  consider  the 
])ro|iriety  of  ])etitioning  the  (^)ueen  in  council  for  a  charter  of 
iinoriioratiiin,  according  to  the  stat.  o  &  (l  Will.  ^X.  c.  7H.  'J'he 
meeting  was  accordingly  called  l)y  a  noticti  jmhlished  in  all  the 
Manchester  newspapers,  and  signed  l)y  the  Ixiroughreeve  and  con- 
staldes,  as  follows:  "In  compliance  with  the  foregoing  re(]uisi- 
tion,  we,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  convene  a  ptd)lic  meeting  of 
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the  rate-payers  of  the  borough,  to  be  hehl  in  the  forenoon  of 
Friday  the  9th  instant,  at  lialf-past  10  o'chick  precisely,  in  the 
large  room  of  the  Town  Hall,  Manchester,  for  the  purpose  therein 
specified. "  The  meeting  was  held  accordingly  on  that  day,  about 
a  thousand  persons  being  present,  and  considerable  pains  having 
been  taken  that  none  but  rate-payers  should  be  admitted ;  and  it 
was  decided,  by  a  large  majority  of  those  present  at  the  meeting, 
upon  a  show  of  hands,  that  a  petition  should  be  presented  to  her 
I\Iajesty  for  a  charter  of  incorporation.  A  committee  was  then 
appointed  to  prepare  the  petition,  and  to  procure  and  arrange  the 
signatures  to  it;  and  district  committees  were  formed  for  the 
latter  purpose  in  the  several  townships  within  the  borough. 

The  petition  was  signed  by  11,783  perscms,  all  of  whom  were 
rate-payers,  and  several  thousands  of  whom  were  inhabitant 
householders,  resident  within  those  townships  of  the  parliamentary 
borough  of  Manchester  to  which  the  charter  of  incorporation  was 
afterwards  granted,  as  stated  in  the  plea.  On  the  12th  March, 
1838,  the  petition  was  lodged  with  the  Privy  Council ;  on  the 
21st  March  an  order  was  made  by  the  Privy  Council,  that  the 
petition  should  be  taken  into  consideration  on  the  1st  May 
following,  *  and  an  advertisement  to  that  effect  was  pub-  [*13] 
lished  in  the  London  (Gazette.  On  that  day  it  was  taken 
into  consideration  accordingly.  On  the  15th  of  August,  the  Privy 
Council  made  an  order  thereupon  for  the  grant  of  a  charter,  and 
it  accordingly  passed  the  Great  Seal,  bearing  date  the  23rd 
October,   1838. 

For  the  plaintiff,  evidence  was  tendered  to  show  that  a  counter 
petition,  signed  by  a  greater  number  of  inhabitant  householders  of 
the  borough  of  Manchester,  and  also  by  a  greater  number  of  those 
persons  who  would  become  burgesses  under  the  operation  of  the 
charter,  when  granted,  than  those  who  had  signed  the  former 
petition,  was  presented  to  her  Majesty  before  the  1st  May,  1838. 
It  was  admitted,  also,  that  neither  of  these  petitions  was  signed 
by  an  actual  majority  of  the  inhabitant  householders,  or  rate- 
payers, of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  or  of  the  district  to  which 
the  charter  was  afterwards  granted. 

The  learned  Judge  having  expressed  his  opinion,  that  notwith- 
standing such  counter  petition,  the  Crown  had  power  to  grant  a 
charter,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Privy  Council,  under 
the  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49,  upon  the  first  petition,  a  bill 
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of  exceptions  vva.s   tendered   on  the   part  of  the  plaintiff,    and  a 
verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendant. 

The  hill  of  exceptions  stated  the  evidence,  and  the  direction  of 
the  learned  Judge,  as  follows :  "  And  upon  the  trial  of  the  said 
issue,  it  was  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in 
support  of  the  afhrmative  of  the  said  issue  above  joined  between 
the  parties,  that  a  requisition,  signed  by  many  of  the  inhabitant 
householders  of  the  said  borough  of  Manchester,  was,  on  the  2nd 
day  of  February,  1839,  presented  to  the  boroughreeve  and  con- 
stables of  Manchester  aforesaid,  by  which  said  requisition  the 
said  boroughreeve  and  constables  were  requested  to  call  a 
[*  14]  meeting  of  the  rate-payers  of  the  said  borough  of  *  Man- 
chester, to  consider  the  propriety  of  petitioning  her  said 
Majesty  for  a  charter  of  incorporation,  according  to  the  statute  in 
that  case  made  and  provided,  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
requisition,  a  public  meeting  of  the  rate-payers  of  the  snid 
borough  of  Manchester  was  called  by  the  said  boroughreeve  and 
constables,  and  was  afterwards,  on  the  9th  day  of  February,  1839, 
held  pursuant  to  public  advertisement;  and  that  at  the  said 
public  meeting  many  of  the  said  rate-payers,  to  the  number  of 
1000,  did  attend,  and  that  all *rate -payers  of  the  said  borough 
who  chose  to  attend  had  access  to  the  said  meeting ;  and  that,  at 
the  said  meeting,  a  resolution  was  proposed,  seconded,  and  after 
discussion  was  agreed  to  by  a  large  majority  of  the  said  meeting, 
that  a  petition  should  be  presented  to  her  Majesty  the  Queen  for  a 
charter  of  incorporation;  and  that  at  the  said  meeting  a  certain 
other  resolution  was  proposed,  seconded,  and  adopted  by  the  said 
meeting,  for  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  prepare  such 
petition  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  shortly  afterwards,  a  petition  to 
her  said  Majesty  for  such  grant  of  incorporation  as  aforesaid  was, 
in  pursuance  of  the  first-mentioned  resolution,  prepared  by  the 
said  committee,  and  the  same  petition  was  afterwards  signed  by 
4000  of  the  inhabitant  householders  of  the  said  borough  of 
Manchester,  the  greater  part  thereof  being  rate-payers  in,  and 
inhabitant  householders  of,  the  district  for  which  the  said  charter 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned  was  granted,  and  l)eiiig  i)ersons  quali- 
fied to  l)e  burgesses  mider  such  charter,  but  the  number  of  such 
persons  so  signing  the  said  petition  did  not  constitute  a  majority 
of  the  whole  mnnber  of  the  inhabitant  householders,  who  amount 
to  48,000;  and  that  the  said  petition,  being  the  petition  in  the 
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said  plea  mentioned,  was  afterwards  duly  presented  to  her  said 
Majesty  the  Queen,  and  was  duly  lodged  in  the  Privy  Council 
Ottice,  and  was  referred  by  her  said  Majesty  to  the  consideration 
of  her  said  Privy  Council,  as  in  the  said  plea  in  that 
behalf  *  mentioned  :  and  it  was  further  proved  on  behalf  [*  15] 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  said  charter  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned was  accepted,  as  in  the  said  plea  in  that  behalf  is  men- 
tioned. And  the  counsel  learned  in  the  law  of  the  plaintiff',  then, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  her  Majesty  had  not  authority  to 
grant  the  charter  in  question  under  the  said  petition,  gave  in 
evidence  that  6000  of  such  inhabitant  householders  as  aforesaid, 
the  greater  part  thereof  being  ratepaj'ers  in  and  inhabitant  house- 
holders of  the  district  for  which  the  said  charter  in  the  plea 
mentioned  was  granted,  and  being  persons  qualified  to  be  burgesses 
under  the  said  charter,  and  being  a  number  not  constituting  a 
majority  of  the  whole  number  of  such  inhabitant  householders, 
had,  after  the  said  tirst-mentioned  petition  had  been  presented  to 
her  Majesty,  and  before  the  day  for  taking  the  same  into  con- 
sideration by  her  Majesty's  said  Privy  Council,  petitioned  her 
Majesty  not  to  grant  the  charter  m  question  :  Whereupon  the  said 
Baron  then  declared  his  opinion  to  the  jury,  that,  notwithstanding 
such  petition  as  last  aforesaid,  her  Majesty  had  authority  and 
power,  on  the  recommendation  of  her  Privy  Council,  to  grant  the 
said  charter  as  on  the  first-mentioned  petition,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and  with  such  direction 
left  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  the  jury  thereupon  then  and  there 
gave  their  verdict  for  the  defendant :  whereupon  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  did  then  and  there,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiif,  except  to 
the  said  opinion  and  direction  of  the  said  Baron  on  the  said  issue, 
and  insisted  that  the  facts  proved  were  sufficient  to  show  that  her 
said  Majesty  the  Queen  had  no  authority  or  power  to  grant  such 
charter  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  said  first-mentioned  petition. " 

A  writ  of  error  having  been  brought  upon  this  bill  of  excep- 
tions, the  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Vacation,  1840,  and  again  (by 
the  direction  of  the  Court)  in  the  following  Michaelmas 
Vacation,  by  Cress  well  for  the  plaintiff,  and  *  the  Attorney-     [*  16] 
General  for  the  defendant. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  the  case  ;  and  the  learned        [36]- 
Judges  differing  in  opinion,  they  now  (Feb.    22nd,  1841) 
delivered  their  judgments  seriatim. 
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CoLTMAN,  ,].  The  first  question  for  co]i,siderati(iii  iii  tliis  case 
is,  whether  there  was  sucli  a  petition  Ly  the  inliahitant  house- 
holders of  the  borough  of  Manchester  as  is  re(|uired  )iy  the  statute 
7  Win.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49.  It  appears  from  many  authori- 
ties, that  to  make  a  corporation  at  common  hiw,  the  consent  of 
the  parties  incorporated  is  necessary,  Bagge's  Case,  1  Rolh  Eep. 
224;  2  BrownL  109;  Dr.  Askew' s  Case,  4  Burr.  2200;  and  the 
statute  in  question  ought  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  this 
provision  of  the  common  law,  and  in  leipiiring  as  a  condition  a 
petition  by  the  inhabitant  householders,  it  must  be  understood  to 
mean  such  a  petition  as  can  fairly  be  considered  as  representing 
the  will  of  the  majority  of  the  inhabitant  householders.  But 
admitting  this  to  be  so,  it  was  contended  on  the  argument  in  this 
case,  that  the  question  whether  there  was  a  sutticient  petition  or 
not,  was  one  which  the  Privy  Council  had  jurisdiction  to  decide, 
and  that  their  judgment  upon  it  is  conclusive.  It  can  hardly  be 
doubted  that  the  Privy  Council  would  have  laid  l)efore  them 
reasonable  grounds  for  inferring  that  the  petition  did  ie})resent  the 
will  of  the  majority ;  and  probably  it  is  with  a  view  to  that 
object,  amongst  others,  that  a  month's  notice  is  directed  to 
[*  37]  be  given  in  the  Gazette  *  of  the  day  on  which  the  petition 
is  to  be  considered,  so  that  all  persons  dissenting  may 
have  an  opportunity  of  testifying  their  dissent :  still  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  Privy  Council  in  this  matter  can  hardly  be  considered 
as  of  a  judicial  nature;  their  duty  is  rather  to  give  advice  in  a 
matter  of  police  and  government,  than  to  ascertain  in  a  judicial 
course  the  rights  of  litigant  parties.  Their  decision,  therefore, 
cannot  be  considered  as  conclusive  of  the  fact  of  a  pioper  petition 
having  been  presented. 

In  this  case,  however,  the  jury  have  found  the  fact  for  the 
defendant,  that  the  majority  of  the  inhabitant  householders  did 
petition,  and  the  verdict  cannot  be  im})eached,  unless  the  Judge 
misdirected  the  jury  in  the  point  excepted  to. 

It  is  not  open  to  the  party  objecting  to  the  summing  up  of  the 
learned  Judge,  to  take  any  other  objection  to  it  than  that  which 
he  took  at  the  trial.  This  rule,  which  is  one  well  recognised  in 
practice,  flows  from  the  terms  of  the  statute  itself  on  which  the 

bill  of  exceptions  is  founded. 
[38]  The  exception  taken  in  the  present  case  is  in  these  terms: 

"  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  direction  of 
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the  said  Baron,  and  insisted  that  the  facts  proved  were  sufficient 
to  show  that  her  said  Majesty  the  Queen  had  no  authority  or 
power  to  grant  such  charter  as  aforesaid. "  The  point  insisted  on, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  facts  proved  did  conclusively,  and  as  matter 
of  law,  show  that  tlie  Queen  had  no  authority  to  grant  a  charter ; 
and  the  pUiintiff  ought  to  succeed  or  to  fail,  according  as  the 
Judge  was  right  or  wrong  in  oven'uling  this  proposition  thus 
contended  for.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  learned  Judge  was  right 
in  overruling  the  proposition  so  submitted  to  him,  for  the  circum- 
stances proved  led  to  no  conclusive  inference  either  way,  but  were 
fit  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  for  them  to  determine  on  the  whole 
matter,  whether  the  proof  supported  the  allegation  that  the  inhabi- 
tant liouselndders  did  petition.  If  that  point  was  not  left  properly 
to  the  jury,  that  might  have  furnished  ground  for  an  exception, 
but  it  would  be  an  exception  quite  of  a  different  nature  from,  and 
inconsistent  with,  that  which  was  actually  taken. 

The  bill  of  exceptions,  therefore,  cannot  avail  the  plaintiff;  but 
it  is  still  open  to  him  to  contend  that  the  plea  is  bad,  and  his 
objections  to  the  plea  rest,  in  the  first  place,  on  alleged  defects  in 
the  charter  granted  by  the  Crown ;  and  sec(jndly,  on  the  alleged 
insufficiency  of  the  mode  of  pleading  the  petition  by  the  borough 
council  to  the  Crown  for  a  grant  of  a  court  of  quarter  sessions. 

The  objections  which  have  been  made  to  the  charter  rest  mainly 
on  an  assumption,  that  in  the  constitutiim  of  any  new  borough, 
to  which  the  Crown  may  tliink  fit  to  extend  the  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  Act  for  regulating  *  municipal  [*39] 
corporations  in  England  and  Wales,  the  first  election  of 
officers  must  take  place  exactly  in  the  mode  appointed  for  the  first 
elections  in  the  boroughs  enumerated  in  the  Act. 

But  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  Act  contains  no  provision  to 
this  effect :  it  authorizes  the  Crown,  in  the  most  general  terms,  to 
extend  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  petitioning,  all  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  Act,  but  gives  no  directions  as  to 
the  mode  in  which  those  powers  and  provisions  are  to  be  conferred  ; 
and  on  examining  the  machinery  for  conducting  the  first  election 
in  the  enumerated  corporations,  we  find  that  that  machinery  is 
inapplicable  to  corporations  first  constituted  at  any  period  subse- 
quent to  the  year  18.35.  If  no  corporation  subsequently  erected 
can  have  extended  to  it  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Act,  unless  the  first  elections  are  conducted  in   strict  con- 
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formity  with  the  Act,  the  clauses  in  the  statute  giving  power  to 
the  Crown  to  that  effect,  will  be  found  to  be  incapable  of  being 
put  in  execution. 

The  most  important  act  preliminary  to  the  election  of  officers  in 
the  new  boroughs,  is  the  proper  constitution  of  a  burgess  list; 
but  no  burgess  list  can  by  possibility  be  made  out  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act. 
That  act  (s.  20)  contains  a  special  provision  for  revising  the 
burgess  list,  applicable  to  the  year  1835 ;  and  in  nil  future  years 
the  list  is  to  be  revifsed  by  the  mayor  and  assessors.  But  who  are 
the  assessors  ?  They  are  ofticers  annually  elected  by  the  burgesses  ; 
so  that  the  due  revising  of  the  l)urgess  list  presupposes  the 
existence  of  a.ssessors,  and  the  existence  of  assessors  presupposes 
the  due  revision  of  the  burgess  list :  and  this  original  defect,  if  it 
be  a  defect,  will  equally  apply  to  subsequent  elections  as  to  the 
first  election ;  for,  if  the  revision  of  the  first  list  of  burgesses  is 
defective,  the  election  of  assessors  by  that  list  will  be  equally 
defective,  and  the  subsequent  revision  of  the  lists  in  a 
[*40]  future  year,  by  officers  defectively  *  appointed,  will  par- 
take of  the  original  iidierent  vice  of  tlieir  appointment. 
In  construing  an  Act  of  Parliament,  it  is  our  duty,  I  conceive,  to 
adopt  any  possible  construction  rather  than  to  hold  that  it  is 
incapable  of  being  carried  into  ef!'ect ;  and  as  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion gives  power  to  the  Crown  to  extend  to  the  inhabitants  of  any 
town,  &c. ,  the  power  and  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act,  with- 
out specifying  at  what  time  or  in  what  way  it  is  to  be  done,  it 
does  by  implication  give  to  the  Crown  all  necessary  powers  for 
that  purpose,  of  which  the  power  to  make  reasonable  regulations 
for  conducting  the  first  election  of  municipal  officers  appears  to 
me  to  be  one. 

But  it  may  be  fit,  in  a  case  so  important,  t(t  consider  in  succes- 
sion the  objections  which  were  relied  on. 

The  first  objection  was,  that  the  charter  was  not  granted  to  the 
persons  who  petitioned  for  it,  but  to  a  ])ait  of  them  oidy,  exclud- 
ing the  rest.  The  question  turns  on  this,  whetlier  the  act,  in 
authorizing  the  Crown  to  extend  to  the  inha])itants  of  the  town  or 
boroucrh,  within  the  district  to  be  set  forth  in  the  charter,  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  Act,  does  not  expressly  authorize  the 
incorporating  of  a  less  district  than  the  whole  of  the  town  or 
borough,   considered  with  reference  to  its  ancient  limits. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  Act,  and 
that  such  construction  is  most  in  anah»gy  with  the  provisions  of 
the  5  &  6  Win.  IV.  with  respect  to  the  boroughs  specified  in  tliat 
Act.  By  the  7th  section  of  that  Act  the  boundary  of  the  boroughs 
specified  in  the  first  section  of  the  schedules  A.  and  B. ,  are  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Act  to  be  the  same  as  limited  by  the  Act  of 
2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  64 ;  the  boundaries  of  the  other  boroughs  are  to 
remain  as  they  were  then  taken  to  be,  till  altered  by  Parliament. 
By  the  8th  section,  every  place  included  within  the  metes  and 
boundaries  of  any  borough,  and  none  other,  are  to  be  part  of  such 
borough. 

From  the  provisions  it  appears,  that  it  was  no  part  of 
the  *  policy  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  that  for  [*  41] 
municipal  purposes  the  ancient  boundaries  of  the  town  or 
borough  should  be  adhered  to ;  and  it  is  quite  in  harmony  with 
tliese  provisions,  that,  in  constituting  the  new  corporations,  power 
should  be  given  to  the  Crown  to  limit  boundaries  different  from 
the  ancient  boundaries  of  the  town  ;  and  such,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
is  the  proper  effect  to  be  given  to  the  words  of  the  Act,  "  within 
the  district  to  be  set  forth  in  the  charter.  " 

A  second  objection  was,  that  the  days  appointed  for  the  election 
of  officers,  upon  the  first  constitution  of  the  new  borough  of 
Manchester,  are  different  from  the  days  appointed  for  the  first 
election  of  officers  in  the  boroughs  specified  in  the  Act. 

But  I  am  unable  to  see  anything  in  the  Act  which  restricts  the 
Crown  to  any  particular  time  for  calling  the  new  corporations 
into  existence ;  it  seems  to  be  immaterial,  with  reference  to  the 
objects  which  the  Act  has  in  view,  at  what  time  the  corporation 
is  first  put  into  a  state  of  activity.  I  do  not  see  that  the  time  of 
the  first  election  can  in  any  appreciable  degree  affect  the  elections, 
or  vary  the  rights  of  the  electors. 

A  third  objection  was,  that  the  Crown,  in  dividing  the  new 
borough  into  wards,  had  not  followed  the  course  indicated  by  the 
statute  5  &  6  Will.  IV. 

To  this  it  seems  to  me  a  sufficient  answer,  that  the  Crown,  by 
virtue  of  its  inherent  power  at  common  law,  might  appoint  the 
number  of  wards  into  which  any  borough  should  be  divided,  and 
limit  the  number  of  aldermen  for  each  ward ;  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  show  that  a  corporation  so  constituted 
is  not  one  to  wdiich.the  Crown  is  authorized  to  extend  the  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act. 
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A  fourth  objection  is,  that  tlie  burgess  list  \vas  not  iiro})er]y 
made  \ip. 

This  objection  is  two-fold;  first,  as  it  regards  the  person 
[*42]  *  by  whom  the  lists  were  made;  2dly,  as  it  regards  tlie 
persons  who  are  to  be  placed  on  the  list.  Now,  as  regards 
the  person  by  whom  the  lists  are  to  be  made  out,  I  have  already 
stated  my  reasons  for  thinking  that  her  Majesty  had  power  to 
.appoint  a  person  to  make  out  the  burgess  list. 

As  regards  the  persons  who  are  to  be  placed  on  the  list,  the 
objection  is,  that  the  list,  as  directed  to  be  made  up  by  Price, 
excludes  some  persons  who  ought  to  be  admitted  to  vote  at  the 
election  of  the  council  of  the  borough,  namely,  householders 
residing  out  of  the  borough,  but  within  the  distance  of  seven 
miles,  and  occupying  shops,  &c.  within  it:  and  it  is  contended 
that  the  charter  is  void  in  consequence,  or,  if  not  void  in  toto, 
void  as  to  the  extent  of  creating  a  corpoiation  to  which  the  powers 
and'provisions  oi  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  can  be  extended. 
Now,  as  the  express  intention  of  the  sovereign,  in  granting  the 
charter,  is  to  create  such  a  corporation,  we  ought  not  readily  to 
adopt  any  construction  of  the  terms  of  the  charter  which  will 
defeat  this  intention.  It  is  an  established  rule,  in  construing  the 
Kind's  charters,  "  That  if  two  constructions  can  be  made  of  the 
King's  charter,  and  by  force  of  one  construction  the  grant  may, 
according  to  the  rule  of  law,  be  adjudged  good,  and  by  another  it 
shall  l)y  law  be  adjudged  void,  then  for  the  King's  honour,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  sul^ject,  such  construction  shall  be  made  that 
the  King's  charter  shall  take  effect,  for  it  was  not  the  King's 
intent  to  make  a  void  grant."  Case  of  the  Clturcliiuardcns  of  St. 
Saviotir's,  10  Co.  Eep.  66  1).  By  parity  of  reasoning,  if  one 
construction  will  defeat  the  express  intention  of  the  charter,  and 
the  other  ccmstruction  will  support  it,  we  ought  to  adopt  the 
latter,  and  reject  the  former. 

Ey  the  words  of  the  charter,  Mr.  Price  is  directed  to  make  out 
an  alp]ial)etical  list  of  all  inhabitant  householders  within  the  said 
l)orough  who  shall  possess  the  qualification  required  by 
[*  4.S]  the  Act  for  the  regulating  of  *  municipal  corporations  ;  and 
this  means,  as  it  is  contended,  inhabitant  householders 
occupying  houses  within  the  borough,  aiul  possessing  the  other 
qualifications  required  by  the  Act,  and  does  not  extend  tr) 
any  other  class  of  persons,  though  possessing  the  requisite 
qualifications. 
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But  we  ought  not  to  look  to  this  part  of  the  directions  given  to 
Mr.  Price,  apart  from  what  is  afterwards  found  in  tlie  charter 
relative  to  the  same  matters ;  namely,  the  provisions  with  respect 
to  the  list  of  claims,  and  for  revising  the  lists.  As  to  the  list  of 
claims  it  is  provided  that  every  inhabitant  householder  so  pos- 
sessed as  aforesaid  (that  is,  every  inhabitant  householder  who 
shall  possess  the  qualification  required  by  the  Act),  whose  name 
shall  have  been  omitted  in  the  burgess  list,  and  who  shall  claim 
to  have  his  name  inserted  therein,  shall  give  notice  thereof. 

Now  it  is  observable,  that  the  persons  authorized  to  make  claim 
are  not  confined  to  inhabitant  householders  occupying  houses 
within  the  borough,  but  may  include  all  inhabitant  householders 
possessed  of  the  qualifications  required  by  the  Act. 

Again,  ]\Ir.   Rushton  is  directed  to  revise  the  burgess  lists,  and 
the  lists  of  claimants  and  objections,  in  the  manner  directed  by 
tlie  Act  for  regulating  municipal  corporations  in  England.      Now 
to  see  what  he  is  to  do,  we  must  refer  to  the  statute  5  &  6  Will 
IV.  c.  76,  s.  18. 

By  that  section,  the  mayor  is  to  cause  the  burgess  lists,  and  the 
lists  of  claimants  and  objections,  to  be  brought  before  him,  and 
the  mayor  shall  insert  in  the  burgess  lists  the  name  of  every 
person  who  shall  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  to  be 
entitled  to  be  inserted  therein,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act:  provided  that  no  person's  name  shall  be  inserted,  unless 
notice  shall  have  been  given  as  required  by  the  Act. 

Now,  comparing  these  provisions  of  the  charter  with  each 
other,  and  with  the  Act  of  Parliament,  it  cannot,  I  think,  be 
doubted,  that  the  intention  of  the  charter  was  that  all 
*  persons  should  be  entitled  to  vote  at  the  first  election  [*  44] 
under  the  charter,  who  are  possessed  of  the  qualification 
required  by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act;  and  as  it  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be  the  intention  that  Price  should  make  out  a  defec- 
tive list  in  the  first  instance,  in  order  that  by  a  circuitous  process 
the  names  omitted  in  Mr.  Price's  list  may  be  inserted  in  the 
revised  list  by  Mr.  Paishton,  we  must,  in  order  to  make  the 
different  parts  of  the  charter  consistent,  understand  the  words 
"  inhabitant  householders  within  the  said  borough  who  shall 
possess  the  qualification  required  by  the  said  Act  for  the  regula- 
tion of  municipal  corporations  in  England  and  Wales,  to  be 
possessed  by  burgesses  of  the  boroughs  enumerated  in  the  said 
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Act, "  as  embracing  all  persons  ^vllu  are  inhabitant  householders 
\vithin  the  meaning  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  and 
possessed  of  the  other  (lualitications  required  liy  the  Act;  that  is 
to  say,  every  male  person  being  an  inhabitant  householder,  either 
within  the  borough,  or  within  seven  miles  of  it,  and  possessing 
the  other  qualifications  required  by  the  Act. 

A  fifth  objection  was,  that  no  one  is  appointed  by  the  charter 
to  make  out  a  burgess  roll.  To  this  it  was  answered,  that  the 
burgess  roll  is  a  mere  transcript  of  the  burgess  list  and  lists  of 
claimants  and  objections;  that  the  making  it  out  is  a  mere 
ministerial  act,  and  that  it  might  with  propriety  be  made  out  by 
Mr.  Hyde,  as  incidental  to  his  office  as  returning  officer:  but  if 
none  were  nuide  out,  although  the  want  of  it  miglit  be  productive 
of  some  inconvenience  in  conducting  the  election,  I  do  not  see 
any  sufficient  ground  for  saying  that  no  good  election  can  take 
place  for  want  of  it. 

A  sixth  objection  was,  tliat  the  charter  is  void  at  common  law, 
because  Mr.  Eushton  is  authorized  by  it  to  hold  a  court  wliich 
does  not  proceed  according  to  the  rules  of  common  law,  and  that 
he    proceeds    by    examinati(jn    ujion    oath,    and    decides    upon    a 

franchise. 
[*  45]  *  To  this  it  was  answered,  and  I  think  rightly  answered, 
that  the  court  held  by  Mv.  liushton  is  not  a  court  for 
deciding  the  rights  of  litigant  parties,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
commission  or  court  of  inquiry,  to  ascertain  what  particular  indi- 
viduals fill  a  certain  character,  so  as  to  entitle  tliem  to  a  certain 
benefit,  which  tlie  Crown  is  by  that  charter  ])roposing  to  confer  on 
them  <h'  now.  It  has  not  been  unusual  witli  llie  Crown  to  grant 
commissions  for  purposes  of  inquiry,  with  a  ])ower  to  administer  an 
oath,  nor  have  such  commissions  ever  been  deemed  to  1)e  illegal. 

It  has  been  further  objected,  that  the  charter  is  void  at  common 
law,  because  the  corporators  are  in  effect  nominated  by  Mr.  Price 
and  Mr.  Eushton,  and  not  by  the  Crown  ;  but  with  every  respect 
for  tho.se  who  entertain  this  opinion,  I  cannot  see  how  this 
objection  can  be  held  to  be  valid,  without  overruling  the  case  of 
Sutton's  Hospital,  10  Co.  Eep.  29  1).,  and  the  other  cases  there 
cited,  and  1  am  not  aware  that  the  authority  of  those  cases  has 
ever  been  questioned. 

[Tlie  learned  Judge  concluded  by  overruling  an  objection  upon 
a  (piestion  of  pleading  not  now  of  any  general  interest.] 
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*  Coleridge,  J.  This  case  has  necessarily  raised  so  [*46] 
many  points  for  consideration,  upon  each  of  which,  in 
the  view  I  take  of  them,  it  has  become  my  duty  to  express  an 
opinion,  that  I  shall  endeavour  to  compress  my  reasons  in  regard 
to  each  within  as  short  a  compass  as  I  can ;  especially  in  regard 
to  those  upon  which  we  are,  generally  speaking,  agreed,  and 
which  appear  to  me  to  present  less  difficulty.  And  the  general 
nature  of  the  case,  with  the  manner  in  which  the  points  arise, 
being  sufficiently  known,  I  may  omit  any  preliminary  matter, 
and  proceed  at  once  to  consider  the  points  in  their  order. 

The  objection  to  the  learned  Judge's  direction  is  two-fold  :  first, 
that  it  withdraws  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  a  question  of 
fact,  treating  it  as  a  question  of  law ;  and  secondly,  that  even  if 
properly  considered  a  question  of  law,  the  direction  was  in  point 
of  law  erroneous. 

[After  discussing  at  some  length  the  former  question,  he  came 
to  the  conclusion,  upon  the  construction  of  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
that  the  Judge  had  withdrawn  from  the  jury  a  question  of  fact 
proper  for  their  consideration,  and  upon  this  ground  was 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  entitled  to  a  venire  [50] 
de  novo]. 

There  remain,  however,  objections  to  be  considered,  both  as  to 
the  charter  and  the  plea :  and  those  which  apply  to  the  former 
maybe  subdivided  into  those  which  go  to  the  authority  of  her 
Majesty  to  grant  such  a  charter  as  this,  and  those  which  are  more 
properly  matter  of  detail.  The  first  of  these,  which  strikes  at  the 
root  of  the  charter,  is,  that  whereas  the  petition  was  from  a 
whole  borough,  consisting  of  nine  townships,  the  charter  is 
granted  to  six  only  of  the  nine.  Strong  reasons  are  suggested,  of 
expediency  and  inconvenience,  for  and  against  this  limitation ; 
but  we  have  only  to  consider  the  power  of  the  Crown  to  make  it ; 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  words  in  the  statute  1  Vict, 
c.  78,  s.  49,  on  which  this  limitation  may  be  supported.  By  the 
first  part  of  the  section,  it  would  certainly  seem  that  a  petition 
from  the  town  or  borough,  and  a  grant  of  a  charter  to  the  peti- 
tioners, are  both  of  them  conditions  precedent  to  the  extension  of 
the  statutory  powers  by  the  charter ;  and  certainly  I  do  not  feel 
it  easy  to  hold  that  the  body  incorporated,  and  the  body  to  which 
the  statutory  powers  are  to  be  extended,  must  not  be  the  same. 
But  these  words  follow  :  "  extend  to  the  inhabitants  of  any  such 
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town  ur  borough,  within  the  district  to  be  set  forth  in  such 
charter,  &c.  "  These  words  must  have  some  meaning;  and  it  is 
suggested    that  they  are   inserted,   because  it   was   uecessary  for 

many  of  the  objects  of  the  statute,  that  the  borough 
[*51]      incorporated  *  should  be  described  by  metes  and  bounds 

in  the  charter.  But  if  the  grant  must  in  all  cases  neces- 
sarily be  to  the  whole  town  or  borough  petitioning,  I  do  not  see 
the  necessity  for  the  charter  going  beyond  the  language  usually 
inserted  in  charters  at  common  law,  if  I  may  use  such  a  term  by 
way  of  distinction.  But  these  words  do  not  seem  applicable  to 
such  descriptions,  nor  is  it  probable  that  they  would  have  been 
inserted,  if  no  more  was  meant  than  this.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  they  must  be  understood  as  giving  the  Queen  a  power  to 
limit  the  district  within  which  the  statutory  powers,  extended 
to  the  corporation  by  the  charter,  were  to  be  exercised ;  and  if  so, 
the  district  need  not  be  commensurate  with  the  whole  petitioning 
town  or  borough.  And  it  is  observable,  that  in  the  first  part  of 
the  section,  the  words  are  not  "  grant  to  them, "  but  "  grant  the 
same,"  i.  e.,  a  charter  of  incorporation;  leaving  the  precise 
objects  of  the  grant  to  be  defined  according  to  tlie  words  which 
follow. 

The  two  objections  which  next  occur,  and  which  are  to  details 
in  the  charter,  I  may  conveniently  take  together;  and  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  I  dispose  of  them  will  apply  to  several  of  the  same 
kind.  They  are,  that  the  Queen  has  taken  upon  herself  to 
appoint  days  for  the  elections  of  the  first  mayor,  alderinen,  and 
councillors,  different  from  the  days  specified  in  the  5  &  6  Will. 
IV.  c.  76,  for  the  first  elections  under  that  Act,  and  also  has  herself 
divided  the  borough  into  certain  described  wards,  instead  of  leav- 
ing that  to  be  done  by  a  barrister,  as  under  the  Act  last  mentioned. 
The  answer  to  both  these  objections  is  the  same.  The  statute  of 
1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49,  does  not  destroy  the  common-law  power  of  the 
Crown  to  create  municipal  corporations,  but  enables  the  Crown, 
under  certain  conditions,  to  extend  statutory  power  and  pro- 
visions to  corporations  which  it  may  create.  Both  the  matters 
here  objected  to  are  within  the  Crown's  own  power.  The  Queen 
might  have  named  the  first  mayor,  aldermen,  and  coun- 
[*  52]  cillors,  or  *  might  have  directed  them  to  be  elected  by  the 
body  whom  she  incorporates ;  and  in  the  latter  case  she 
might  have   named  the  day  for  the  election.      She  could  not  in 
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the  present  instance  have  named  the  same  days  as  specified  in 
the  Act  for  tlie  first  elections  to  be  made  under  that  Act,  for  they 
had  passed;  but  if  she  could,  and  had  done  so,  it  would  still 
have  been  a  nomination  of  the  days  by  the  royal  power,  and  not 
under  the  statute ;  a  voluntary  adopting  of  the  statutory  day,  not 
a  necessary  compliance  with  its  provisions.  The  same  remark 
applies  to  the  division  into  wards. 

I  come  now  to  an  objection,  founded  on  those  clauses  of  the 
charter  which  relate  to  the  formation  and  revision  of  the  first 
burgess  list;  and  this  again  is  twofold,  first,  that  the  Queen, 
delegating  to  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Rushton  to  determine  who  are 
to  be  the  first  burgesses,  which  burgesses  are  in  effect  to  elect  the 
first  mayor,  aldermen,  and  council,  has  in  fact  delegated  to  Price 
and  Rushton  to  make  and  call  into  existence  the  corporation,  and 
that  such  delegation  was  illegal :  the  second  objection  applies  to 
the  particular  instructions,  according  to  which  Price  and  Rushton 
are  to  perform  the  duty  imposed  on  them. 

The  first  of  these,  in  itself  a  question  of  great  importance,  is 
made  of  still  greater  by  the  special  ground  on  which  it  is  rested. 
It  seems  not  very  strongly  contested,  that  the  Crown,  in  erecting 
a  corporation,  may  not  give  to  an  individual  (the  founder,  for 
example,  who  is  to  endow  it),  the  power  to  name  the  officers  who 
are  to  govern  it,  or  the  individuals  who  are  first  to  compose  it; 
for  this,  the  Sutton's  Hospital  Case,  10  Co.  Rep.  3.3  b,  and 
Bamseys  Case,  there  cited  (p.  27),  were  alleged  in  the  argument 
as  sufficient  authority ;  and  they  seem  to  be  so ;  but  it  was  said 
these  were  cases  of  private  foundations,  and  were  wholly  distinct 
in  principle  from  the  present,  a  case  of  municipal  incorporation, 
for  the  government  of  a  large  portion  of  the  liege  subjects 
of  the  Crown.  In  this  case  *  it  is  said  that  the  Crown  [*  53] 
cannot  constitutionally  divest  itself  of  its  authority,  or 
decline  from  its  duty,  by  delegating  to  other  irresponsible  agents 
the  nomination  of  the  first  corporators.  Perhaps  the  strictly 
legal  answer  to  this  objection  may  be  deemed  too  artificial  to  be 
satisfactory  on  a  constitutional  question;  the  answer,  I  mean, 
which  is  to  be  found  in  the  Sutton's  Hospital  Case,  that  when  the 
person  to  whom  the  duty  is  delegated  has  performed  it,  the  indi- 
viduals named  do  not  come  in  under  him,  and  derive  nothing 
from  him,  but  all  from  the  charter  and  the  Crown.  Yet,  if  this 
principle  be  a  sound  one   in  the  case  of  a  private  corporation,  I 
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cannot  see  wliy  it  should  nut  apply  to  a  public  corporation 
ei^ually.  It  may  be  a  matter  of  discretion  in  what  instances  tlie 
Crown  may  be  advised  to  act  upon  it;  but  as  in  all  cases  of  a 
public  corporation  the  Crown  must  act  really  on  the  information 
and  l)y  the  agency  of  others,  even  where  in  form  it  acts  directly 
by  itself,  and  this  necessity  is  the  more  apparent  and  pressing, 
the  more  extensive  the  incorporation  is  to  be,  I  own  it  seems  to 
me  that  no  mode  can  be  suggested  more  free  from  objection,  than 
that  which  has  been  adopted  in  this  instance,  of  defining  the 
ijualification,  first,  which  the  c<jr})orators  are  to  have,  and  then 
leaving  it  to  some  selected  individuals  to  determine  who  those 
are  who  possess  it.  Mr.  Price,  in  the  present  case,  has  no  arbi- 
trary power  given  to  him,  as  was  entrusted  to  the  founders  in  the 
two  cases  cited ;  the  rule  is  laid  down  for  him,  according  to 
which  he  is  to  determine,  and  if  he  first,  and  ^Ir.  llushton 
secondly,  admit  or  reject  without  being  authorized  liy  the  rule, 
any  other  corporator  or  injured  individual  will  have  their  remedy 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  I  may  further  observe,  as  the  ques- 
tion, whether  a  course  be  constitutional  or  not,  admits  the  argu- 
ment of  experience,  that  this  delegation  is  only  made  for  one 
turn :  whatever  of  evil  there  may  be  in  it  is  limited  in  the  present 
instance  to  the  first  burgess  list;  after  that  time,  the 
[*  54]  course  *  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  William  must  be 
adopted.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  objection 
cannot  be  supported. 

I  pass  on  to  the  second  objection,  that  the  rule  by  which  the 
burgess  list  is  to  be  formed,  according  to  the  charter,  is  incorrect, 
and  such  as  the  Crown  had  no  power  to  lay  down.  The  objection 
presented  at  first  great  ditficulty,  but,  up(jn  considiiration,  it  appears 
to  me  not  insurmountable. 

The  1  Vict.  c.  7<S,  s.  49,  empowers  the  Queen,  on  the  petition 
of  the  inhabitant  householders  of  any  borough  for  a  charter,  if  by 
the  advice  of  her  Privy  Council  she  should  think  fit  to  grant  the 
same,  to  extend  to  the  inhabitants  of  such  borough  all  the  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  lY.  c.  H). 

One  of  the  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  is  (by  s.  9),  that 
every  male  of  full  age,  &c.,  occupying  a  house,  warehouse,  sho]i, 
&c. ,  within  the  borough,  during,  &c. ,  and  also  during  the  same 
tinu?  having  l)een  an  inhabitant  householdci  within  seven  miles 
of  the  borough,  shall,  if  duly  enrolled,  be  a  burgess  of  the 
l)ornugli,    and  member  of  the  body  corporate. 
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Such  petition  having  been  presented  from  Manchester,  the 
Queen,  by  the  charter,  incorporates  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough 
of  Manchester,  comprised  within  six  townships  out  of  nine,  alto- 
t'ether  forming  the  parliamentary  borough,  and  tlie  petitioning 
body ;  and  she  declares,  that  that  body  corporate,  by  that  name, 
shall  have  and  exercise  all  the  powers,  &c. ,  enjoyed  by  the  bor- 
oughs named  in  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  in  the  same  manner, 
and  subject  to  the  same  provisions  as  if  Manchester  had  been 
named  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the 
charter  seems  to  follow  the  statute  of  Victoria,  in  the  indiscrimi- 
nate use  of  the  terms  "  inhabitant  householders  "  and  "  inhabi- 
tants ;  "  reciting  a  petition  from  the  former,  and  a  grant  to  the 
latter. 

Then,  in  order  to  frame  the  first  list  of  burgesses,  i.  c. , 
*  as  I  understand  it,   the  list  of  those  who  shall  be  the      [*  55] 
original    members    of    the    body    corporate,    the    Queen 
appoints  David  Price  to  make  out  a  list  of  all  inhabitant  house- 
holders within  the  said  borough,  who  shall  possess  the  (lualifica- 
tions  re(|uired  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76. 

It  is  clear  upon  this  statement,  that  David  Price  could  nut 
include  in  the  list  of  burgesses  a  man  otherwise  qualified,  occupy- 
ing a  warehouse,  &c. ,  within  the  six  townships,  but  being  an 
inhabitant  householder  out  of  them,  and  within  seven  miles. 
From  the  original  incorporation,  therefore,  will  be  excluded  a 
class  of  persons,  who  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  are  made  mem- 
bers of  every  corporation  in  the  schedule  of  that  Act. 

Two  questions  arise ;  1st,  can  the  Queen  make  such  an  incor- 
poration, and  at  the  same  time  avail  herself  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  78, 
s.  49 ;  in  other  words,  is  this  a  defect  in  the  original  scheme, 
which  vitiates  the  charter;  2ndly,  what  persons  will  it  be  tlie  duty 
of  the  town-clerk  and  mayor,  &c.  to  enroll  on  the  Inirgess  list  under 
any  succeeding  formation  and  revision  of  it  ?  The  answer  to  the 
second  may  affect  the  answer  to  the  first  question,  and  therefore 
should  be  first  ascertained. 

Now  assuming  the  body  to  have  come  into  existence  de  facto, 
and  the  regular  day  to  have  come  round  for  making  the  new 
burgess  list,  I  conceive  the  town-clerk  could  only  have  looked  to 
the  9th  section  of  the  first  Act,  and  must  have  put  on  the  list  all 
claimants  entitled  under  that  section.  It  would  no  more  have 
been  an  objection  to  A.  B.,  that  he  had  been  properly  omitted  by 
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Mr.  Price  in  the  former  year,  i.  c. ,  that  he  had  not  been  an  original 
lueniher  of  tlie  body  corporate,  than  it  would  have  been  to  any 
Jiouseholder  within  seven  miles  of  an  old  scheduled  corporation, 
otherwise  qualified,  that  by  the  original  charter  of  that  f(»r}ioration 
he  was  not  one  of  the  body  corporate.      The  cases  in  fact  would  be 

the  same.  Edward  I.  (let  me  suppose)  incor})orates  the 
[*  56]      inhabitant  householders,  *  or  persons  possessing  any  other 

prescribed  qualification,  within  the  city  of  Jx  The 
statute  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  says,  that  every  person  occupying  a  shop 
within  the  borough,  and  being  an  inliabitant  householder  within 
seven  miles,  shall  be  burgesses.  So  here,  lier  Majesty  grants  a 
charter  to  the  inhabitant  householders  within  the  borough, 
jjossessing  certain  qualifications;  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  78,  enables 
her  to  extend,  and  she  has  extended,  the  provisi(jns  of  the  same  5 
&  6  Will.  IV.  to  the  persons  so  incorporated  :  then,  as  soon  as  the 
burgess  list  comes  to  be  made  out  afresh  under  the  latter  statute, 
it  will  take  in  all  persons  having  the  same  ({ualifications,  who 
occupy  shops,  &c. ,  and  are  inhabitant  householders  within  seven 
miles  of  the  borough. 

If,  then,  this  be  a  defect  in  the  charter,  it  is  not  one  of  perpetual 
duration ;  it  will  not  keep  in  permanent  existence  a  corporate 
body,  enjoying  the  powers  given  by  the  statute,  but  not  constituted 
according  to  its  provisions. 

But  is  it  any  defect  at  all  ?  They  who  assert  that  it  is,  seem  to 
assume  that  the  body  corporate,  as  it  comes  into  existence  by  the 
charter,  must  be  in  all  respects,  as  to  its  component  parts,  the 
same  before  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are  extended  to  it  as 
after;  and  this  assumption  seems  made,  because  the  extension 
must  be  by  the  charter  itself ;  whence  it  is  taken  for  granted,  that 
the  incoporation,  and  the  taking  effect  of  the  extension,  must  be 
concurrent  in  time.  But  do  the  words  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49, 
require  this  ?  or  does  the  closest  analogy  wiiich  can  be  had  recourse 
to,  the  case,  namely,  of  scheduled  corporations,  make  it  reasonable 
to  construe  them  so?  The  words  themselves  import  an  incorpora- 
tion first;  a  body  brought  into  existence,  and  then  an  extension  to 
that  body  corporate,  by  a  power  beyond  that  of  the  prerogative,  of 
something  which  the  mere  act  of  incorporation  did  not  and  could 
not  give  it.      The  case,   moreover,   of  an  old  corporation  Avas  in 

many  instances  precisely  this,  —  that  by  the  9th  section  of 
[*  57]   5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  a  new  class  of  members,  not  *  con- 
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templated  by  the  original  charter,  became  ingrafted,  and  acquired 
the  corporate  f ranch i.ses. 

Let  me  put  thi.s  ca.se,  —  that  upon  the  petition  in  question  the 
Queen  had  incorporated  the  whole  petitioning  borough,  and  had 
made  every  inhabitant  householder  by  name  a  burgess ;  and  then, 
in  the  very  terms  of  the  49th  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  78,  had  extended 
the  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  to  the  burgesses  so 
named  and  incorporated;  on  this  supposition  the  very  same  diffi- 
culty wt)uld  have  existed  which  I  am  now  considering ;  yet,  as 
she  would  have  clearly  done,  in  the  first  step,  no  more  than  her 
prerogative  warranted,  and  in  the  latter  exercised  neither  more  nor 
less  than  the  powers  given  her  by  the  statute,  could  the  objection 
have  availed  ?  Does  it  not  follow,  that  in  a  new  corporation,  the 
first  list  (^f  burgesses  may  be  c<:)nfined  to  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders within  the  borough,  though  others  may  come  in  afterwards, 
when  the  burgess  list  comes  to  Ije  re -made  under  the  statute  ? 

Hitherto  I  have  assumed,  that  upon  the  statutory,  or  rather 
second  and  subsequent  revisions  of  the  burgess  list,  the  inhabitant 
householders  within  seven  miles  must  be  included;  this  also  is 
part  of  the  assumption  of  the  objectors,  and  it  is  a  necessary  part 
of  the  objection.  But  is  this  a  necessary  construction  of  the 
words  of  the  49th  section,  substantially  inserted  into  the  charter  ? 
The  Queen  grants  to  the  body  corporate,  i.  e. ,  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders within  the  district,  "  to  have  and  exercise  all  the  powers, 
authorities,  immunities,  and  privileges  which  are  now  held  and 
enjoyed  by  the  several  boroughs  named  in  the  said  Act,  in  the 
like  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions,  as  fully  and  as 
amply,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  said  borough  of 
Manchester  had  1)een  included  in  the  schedule  to  that  Act 
annexed. "  These  words  may  be  satisfied,  by  extending  to  the 
body  corporate,  the  object  of  the  grant,  all  such  powers, 
&c. ,  as  are  *  applicable  to  an  existing  body  corporate,  and  [*  5<S] 
there  is  no  necessity  for  holding,  nay,  there  may  be  some 
difficulty,  some  force  put  upon  the  words,  in  holding,  that  they 
include  powers,  &c. ,  by  which  a  new  class  of  members  is  to  be 
added  at  a  subsequent  period  to  the  corporate  body.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  affirm  what  is  the  true  construction  of  the  words ;  if  the 
new  class  must  be  admitted,  the  difficulty  is  not  serious  in  law ; 
if  it  must  not  be,  the  difficulty  does  not  exist  in  fact.  On  the 
whole,  therefore,    I  conclude  that  the   objection  to  the  charter. 
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founded   on   tlie   fctrniatiun  of  the  first  l)nrgess  list,  ouglit  not  to 
prevail. 

Lastly,  it  is  urged  that  the  constitutional  power  is  exceeded  by 
that  part  of  the  charter  which  appoints  Mr.  liushton  to  revise  the 
burgess  list;  inasmuch  as  the  Crown  has  thereby  erected  a  court 
not  proceeding  according  to  the  common  law,  which  can  only 
be  done  by  the  Legislature.  If  this  objection  were  founded  in 
fact,  and  the  consequence  were  to  follow,  that  the  first  burgess 
list  had  been  revised  (for  the  objection  only  applies  to  the 
revision)  by  an  otficer  exercising  unconstitutional  powers,  I  am 
not  })repared  to  say  that  the  charter  would  thereby  be  wholly 
vacated ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  examine  this  point, 
because  it  seems  to  me  that  the  objection  does  not  exist  in  fact. 
The  charter  merely  directs  Mr.  Kushton  to  revise  the  list  "  in  the 
manner  directed  in  the  said  Act  for  regulating  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions. "  These  are  very  general  words  :  they  direct  him  to  dis- 
charge the  duty  cast  upon  him  with  attention  to  a  model  that  was 
then  well  known,  and  which,  so  far  as  he  could  legally  do  it, 
would  be  convenient  for  him  to  follow;  l»ut  there  is  lutthing 
which  compels  him  to  do  anything  illegal,  and  we  must  not  force 
words  l)eyond  their  necessary  import  for  the  sake  of  making  them 
objectionable. 

I  believe  no  objection  to  the  charter  remains  now  unconsidered, 
which  does  not  range  itself  with  one  or  other  of  tliose 
[*  59]  disposed  of.  In  going  through  them,  I  have  *  unavoidably 
run  to  greater  length  than  I  intended  or  wished,  and 
therefore  I  have  omitted  purposely  other  arguments  which  had 
occurred  to  my  mind,  leading  to  the  same  conclusion.  I'pon  the 
whole  I  have  satisfied  myself,  as  completely  as  I  could  hope  to  do 
on  a  subject  so  full  of  various  points,  and  presenting  s(j  many 
real  difficulties,  that  no  defect  has  been  made  out  in  the  charter 
which  would  justify  me  in  holding  it  void. 

[He  concurred  with  Coltmax,  J.,  upon  the  question  of  pleading 
above  referred  to.] 
[60]       WiLiJAMs,   J.       This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  dis- 
turliing  the  plaintilT  in  his  otiice  of  coroner  for  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 

The  defence,  in  substance,  is  that  the  defendant  did  the  act 
complained  of  in  execution  of  his  duty  as  coroner  of  tlie  borough 
of  Manchester  to  which  office  the  defendant  claims  to  liave  been 
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duly  appointed.  The  })lea  states,  that  after  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6 
AVill.  IV.  c.  76,  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  "  the  inliabitant  householders 
of  the  borough  of  Manchester  petitioned  the  Queen  to  grant  to 
them  the  said  inhabitant  householders  a  charter  of  incorporation  ; 
that  iu)ti('e  of  the  petition  being  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
Privy  Council  was  published  in  the  London  Gazette;  that  it  was 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  Privy  Council,  who  advised  the 
Crown  to  grant  it;  and  that  it  was  granted  accordingly  in  the 
manner  therein  stated,  and  accepted  by  the  said  inhabitants  of 
the  said  borough,  comprised  within  the  district  therein  specified ; 
that  the  town  council  petitioned  the  Queen  for  a  separate  court  of 
quarter-sessions,  which  was  granted,  whereupon  the  town  council 
appointed  the  defendant  coroner  for  the  said  borough. 

The  replication  sets  out  upon  oyer  the  charter  of  incorporation, 
and  grant  of  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions,  in  extenso;  and 
then  states,  "  that  the  inhabitant  householders  of  the  boroush  of 
Manchester  did  not  petition  her  most  gracious  Majesty  to  grant  to 
them  the  said  inhabitant  householders  a  charter  of  in- 
corporation, and  that  such  *  charter  was  not  duly  accepted  [*  61] 
and  received  liy  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  borough  of 
Manchester  "  /nodo  et  forma' ;  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

And,  upon  the  trial  of  that  issue,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was 
tendered  to  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  which  raises  the 
first  question  for  our  consideration;  the  second  being,  whether, 
as  the  whole  record  is  brought  before  us,  the  title  of  the  defend- 
ant, as  coroner  of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  does  thereupon 
appear  to  be  duly  established  in  point  of  law. 

With  a  view  of  coming  to  a  correct  decision  upon  the  first 
question,  it  is  necessary  to  advert,  with  particularity,  to  the 
precise  state  of  the  case  before  the  learned  Judge ;  what  evidence 
was  tendered  before  him,  and  in  what  manner;  what  was  his 
direction,  and  the  nature  of  the  exception  thereto.  Now,  from 
the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears,  after  some  preliminary  statement 
of  a  requisition  to  the  boroughreeve  and  constable  of  Manchester 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  "  rate -payers, "  to  consider  the  pro- 
priety of  petitioning  the  Queen  for  a  charter,  of  a  meeting  having 
been  held,  and  a  committee  appointed  to  draw  one  up  —  "  that  a 
petition  was  signed  by  4000  inhabitant  householders,  the  greater 
jiart  being  rate-payers  and  inhabitant  householders  of  the  district 
mentioned  in  the  charter^  the  same  not  being  a  majority  of  the 
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inhabitant  householders,  the  whole  number  being  48,000;  that 
such  petition  was  presented,  and  referred  to  the  Privy  Council, 
and  the  charter  granted  and  accepted  as  in  the  plea  alleged. " 
The  bill  of  exceptions  then  states,  that  the  plaintiff  gave  in 
evidence  "  tliat  6000  such  persons  as  aforesaid,  after  the  first 
petition  had  been  presented  to  her  Majesty,  and  before  the  day 
for  taking  it  into  consideration  by  the  Privy  Council,  petitioned 
her  Majesty  not  to  grant  the  charter  in  question ;  "  whereupon 
the  Judge  declared  his  opinion  to  the  jury,  that  "  notwithstanding 
such  petition  as  last  aforesaid,  her  Majesty  had  authority 
[*  62]  and  power,  on  the  *  recommendation  of  her  Privy  Council, 
to  grant  the  said  charter  as  on  the  first-mentioned  petition, 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and  with 
that  direction  left  the  case  to  the  jury.  Whereu})on  the  Cdunsel 
for  the  plaintiff' excepted  to  the  said  ojiinion  and  direction  of  the 
said  Judge  on  the  said  issue,  and  insisted  that  the  facts  proved 
were  sufficient  to  show  that  her  Majesty  had  no  authority  or 
power  to  grant  such  charter  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  first-mentioned 
petition.  " 

And  upon  this  first  questicm,  as  there  was  a  total  disagreement, 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  as  to  what  actually  was  the  diiec- 
tion  of  the  learned  Judge,  I  think  it  right  to  state  at  the  outset, 
that  I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion  with  (I  believe)  the  whole  of 
my  learned  lirothers,  that  we  are  bound  to  look  at  what  ajtpears 
from  the  record  to  have  l)een  propounded  to  the  learned  Judge  at 
the  trial,  his  direction  thereon,  and  the  precise  exception  tliereto, 
without  noticing  any  other  facts  or  circumstances  whatever.  Tt 
was,  indeed,  contended  by  the  pfaintiff's  counsel  throughout,  that 
the  direction  in  substance  was,  that  proof  of  the  first-mentioned 
petition,  under  the  circumstances  above  set  forth,  did  i'pso  facto, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  satisfy  and  establish  the  affirmative  of  the 
issue  cast  u])on  the  defendant;  and  if  such  had  appeared  from  tlie 
bill  of  exce])tions  itself  to  have  been  the  direction  of  the  learned 
Judge  mv  conclusion  would  have  been  verv  different  from  that  at 
whicli  I  linvc  now  arrived;  because  I  am  (piite  satisfied,  that  tlie 
fact  of  a  petition  having  been  presented  to  the  Queen,  ujion  which 
there  is  a  precise  issue,  if  re([uired  to  liave  been  so  submitted, 
ought  to  have  been  decided  l)y  tlie  jury,  and  by  none  otlier  what- 
soever; and  for  such  purpose,  that  the  first-mentioned  petition, 
with  the  accompanying  circumstances,  ought  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  their  consideration. 
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But  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  I  cannot  collect  that  any 
rec^uest  was  made  to  submit  such  question  to  the  *  jury,  [*  63] 
and  refused  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  that  therefore  there 
was  an  exception  to  his  opinion.  On  the  contrary,  we  find  that 
the  exception  was  (not  that  the  learned  Judge  had  taken  upon 
liim.self  tu  decide  as  a  matter  of  law,  but)  "  that  the  facts  proved 
(or,  in  other  words,  tlie  second  petition  by  the  larger  number) 
were  sufficient  to  show  that  her  Majesty  had  no  authority  or 
power  to  grant  such  charter  upon  the  said  first-mentioned  peti- 
tion;  "  whereas,  in  my  opinion,  such  second  petition,  of  itself 
and  without  more,  necessarily  had  no  such  effect;  and  that  is 
all  that,  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  learned  Judge  appears  to 
have  decided.  I  cannot  therefore  say  that  anything  wrong  was 
done.  But  now,  having  heard  the  judgment  of  my  Brother  Cole- 
ridge, I  beg  leave  to  say,  that  if  I  had  thought  (as  he  does)  that 
the  question  as  to  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  as  objected 
to  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in  argument,  had  been  raised,  I 
should  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion. 

I  come  now  to  the  second  question,  which  is,  I  believe, 
admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  one  of  equal  importance  and  diffi- 
culty. 

By  the  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  ,s.  49,  it  is  enacted,  that  if 
there  be  such  a  petition  as  has  been  l)efore  noticed,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  Crown  to  grant  a  charter  to  any  town  or  borough, 
and  to  extend  to  its  inhabitants,  "  within  the  district  to  be  set 
forth  in  such  charter,"  all  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76.  From  whi<;h  it 
appears,  that  the  Crown  is  there) )y  enabled  to  create  a  corporation 
with  larger  powers  than  would  be  within  the  competence  of  its 
unaided  prerogative.  I  allude,  of  course,  to  the  power  of  taxing, 
which,  under  the  latter  Act,  nuiy  be  resorted  to  in  aid  of  the 
borough  fund,  if  requisite.  ThereforCj  although  the  general  power 
€f  the  Crown  to  create  corporations  has  been  in  no  degree  ques- 
tioned, —  but  the  contrary ;  yet,  for  the  purpose  of  creat- 
ing such  a  corporation  as  is  described  *  in  the  said  49th  [*  64] 
section,  and  also  in  the  charter  itself,  it  was  requisite  it 
should  1)6  such  a  one  as  would  admit  of  having  the  said  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  engrafted  upon 
it.  And  this,  in  my  opinion,  has  created  the  difficulty,  — arising 
from  the  question  whether  such  purpose  has  been  effected  by  legal 
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means,  —  a  difficulty,  I  must  add,  which  the  two  very  learned 
and  able  arguments  addressed  to  us  have  not  had  tlie  effect  of 
removing. 

The  charter  itself  (which  I  now  throughout  assume  to  have 
been  founded  on  a  valid  petition),  in  conformi-ty  to  the  remarks 
just  made,  j^rofesses  to  rest,  for  its  authority,  upon  the  preroga- 
tive of  the  Crown  and  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act,  and  not  upon  the  former  only.  It  then  proceeds  to 
incorporate  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  within 
certain  limits  (to  be  hereafter  more  particularly  noticed),  under 
the  title  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of 
Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  with  the  same  powers 
and  provisions  as  the  boroughs  named  in  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act,  as  fully  as  if  it  had  been  included  in  tlie  schedule  to 
the  same.  After  some  regulations  not  material  to  the  present 
purpose,  it  directs,  "  that  David  Price,  Es(|. ,  do,  on  the  29th  of 
October  in  the  present  year,  make  out  an  alphabetical  list  (tf  all 
inhabitant  householders  within  the  said  l)oroug]i,  who  sliall 
possess  the  qualifications  required  by  the  said  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act  to  be  possessed  by  burgesses  of  any  of  the  boroughs 
enumerated  in  the  said  Act. "  And,  in  order  to  understand  the 
importance  of  the  duty  thus  devolved  upon  David  Price,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  object  and  use  of  the  said  burgess  list. 
It  is,  in  one  word,  to  determine  who  are  to  compose  the  great 
body  of  the  corporation,  all  persons  not  upon  that  list  being 
actually  excluded  from  it:  a  copy  of  the  said  list  is,  by  the  15th 

section  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  to  be  open  for  inspection 
[*  65]      in  the  manner  prescribed;  *and  by  the  22nd  section,  such 

list,  wdien  revised,  is  to  be  the  roll,  to  determine  who  are 
to  vote  at  certain  elections  therein  s])ecified.  Of  the  extensive 
nature  of  the  inquiry  some  judgment  may  be  formed,  when  it  is 
recollected  that,  by  the  9tlj  section  of  the  said  Act,  ])ersons  pos- 
sessing certain  property  may  be  enrolled,  though  living,  not 
within  the  borough,  but  within  seven  miles  of  it,  if  they  have 
been  rated  and  paid  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  within  a  certain 
time.  Again,  aliens  may  not  be  enrolled,  nor  persons  who  have 
received  parochial  relief  within  a  time  limited.  These  particu- 
lars are  enumerated  ior  the  purpose  of.  showing  that  the  duty 
deputed  to  Price  is  nothing  like  ministerial  or  formal ;  l)ut  tliat, 
for   its  due  execution,    much  labour  and  inquiry  are  obviously 
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indispensable.  I  come  now  to  his  means  :  By  the  loth  section  of 
this  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  the  overseers  are  directed  to 
make  out  the  burgess  list,  and  they,  it  must  be  admitted,  have 
the  means  of  doing  it.  Tliey,  by  reference  to  authentic  docu- 
ments of  their  own  making,  or  at  least  in  their  custody,  can 
prepare  such  a  list  possessing  the  requisite  qualification.  By  the 
assessment  of  the  inhabitants  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  they  do 
know  who  has  a  right  to  be  placed  on  the  list,  as  being  rated  and 
having  paid  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  But  as  to  Price,  it  is  not 
so  with  him.  He  cannot  be  acquainted  with  the  particular  cases 
of  48,000  individuals;  he  must  seek  for  information  from  others, 
or  from  reference  to  books  in  the  possession  of  the  parochial 
authorities.  Yet  I  can  discover  no  provision  to  empower  him  to 
command  the  attendance  of  a  single  person,  or  the  production  of  a 
single  book  or  document.  Nor  do  I  see  how  Mr.  Price  is  com- 
pellable to  act  if  he  should  have  declined  the  duty.  Neverthe- 
less, under  such  circumstances,  no  control  is  left  in  the  Crown, 
—  no  power  of  adoption  or  rejection  or  modification ;  the  de}in- 
tation  is  absolute  and  complete.  It  has  however  been  contended, 
(and  from  the  reception  which  it  has  met  with,  I  must 
presume  that  *  there  is  much  weight  in  the  argument),  [*  QG] 
that,  although  it  be  true  "  that  none  but  the  king  alone 
i3an  create  a  corporation, "  and  although  this  be,  as  I  believe  it  is 
undoubtedly,  one  of  the  most  important  branches  of  the  preroga- 
tive, the  deputation  in  question  may  be  defended  upon  the  prin- 
ciple, that  the  king  may  permit  a  subject  to  name  the  persons  and 
powers  of  the  corporation  when  created,  for  that  the  king  still 
does  it,  inasmuch  as  qui  facit  iJer  nlivm,  per  seijjsum  faccre 
vidctitr,  —  a  homely  maxim,  in  my  opinion  to  apply  to  such  a 
subject,  however  applicable  to  cases  of  agency  in  ordinary  trans- 
actions between  A.  and  B.  It  is  true,  that  in  Iiamseifs  Case, 
reported  at  length  in  10  Co.  Picp.  27,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
words  of  the  letters  patent  were  sufficient  to  create  a  cliantry 
secundum  ordinafAonem  per  R.  Ravtisey  fiendam,  it  was  also 
held  that  the  nomination  of  the  first  chaplain  to  pray  for  the 
souls  of  Piamsey  and  his  wife  might  well  be  by  the  said  Ptamsey, 
and  not  by  the  king ;  and  that  in  the  case  of  Sutton's  Hospital, 
(reported  in  the  same  book,  and  in  which  Puimsey's  Case  is  given 
at  length),  the  said  hospital  having  been  ijicorporated  by  letters 
patent,    it  was    decided   that  the   authority  deputed  there! »y  to 
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Sutton  niij^ht  well  be  sustained.  It  is  to  be  ()l)sevved,  that  in  the 
passage  in  Blackstone,  to  which  we  were  referred  (  1  IJla.  Conmi. 
474),  it  is  said  that  a  contrary  (hictrine  liad  formerly  laevailed. 
lUit,  independent  of  this,  I  cannot  think  that  in  Raviscy's  C«se, 
in  which  the  purpose  was  purely  private,  and  for  which  a  con- 
sideration had  been  paid,  the  nomination  of  the  first  chajdain, 
or  in  the  case  of  Sutton,  where  a  cliari table  purpose  was  intended 
(so  declared  in  the  letters  })atent),  and  everything  to  execute  that 
purpose  was  to  be  done  u])on  the  estate,  and  (as  the  letters  patent 
repeatedly  recite)  "at  the  only  costs  and  cliarges  of  tlie  said 
Sutton,"  the  nomination  l)y  liim  of  the  hrst  master  l:)ears  any 
resemblance  to  the  authority  deputed  in  the  present  instance.  I 
must  say,  that  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  correctness  of 
[*  ()7j  the  *  inference  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  these  authori- 
ties, —  and  I  am  aware  of  none  other.  I  cannot  discover 
the  similarity  between  those  cases  and  the  present,  in  which  a 
great  political  measure  is  contemplated,  affecting  interests  so 
various  and  extensive, — the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  and  the 
public  welfare.  If,  indeed,  the  proceeding  which  I  Iiave  been 
considering  had  been  preliminary,  and  there  had  been  any  sub- 
secpient  adoption  by  the  Crown,  tlie  case,  in  my  opinion,  would 
have  been  widely  different.  Seeing,  however,  that  the  creation 
of  corporations  is  an  undoubted  branch  of  the  royal  ])rerogative, 
I  think  that  the  delegation  of  a  discretionary  power  (for  such,  for 
the  reasons  I  have  before  given,  I  must  consider  this  to  be)  —  a 
power,  too, -of  such  importance  and  magnitude  as  to  have  the 
effect  of  bringing  the  corporation  into  practical  existence,  trenches 
upon  the  prerogative,  and  is  an  abridgment  of  it,  and  that  the 
charter  itself  is,  therefore,  illegal  and  void. 

This  being  the  result  of  the  l»est  opinion  I  have  l)een  enabled,  upon 
consideration,  to  form  ui)on  this  part  of  tlie  case,  I  do  not  consider 
it  needful  to  occupy  time  by  exaniining  the  revising  powers  con- 
fided to  Mr.  Rushton.  Nor  shall  I  advert,  seriatim,  to  the  o])jec- 
tions  which  were  made  in  argument,  not  before  noticed,  because  I 
have  not  felt,  as  to  any  of  them  (and  amongst  the  rest  I  include 
the  form  of  the  allegations  in  the  plea,  already  noticed  by  two 
members  of  the  Court),  an  insuperable  diflficulty.  There  is  one 
exception,  however,  in  respect  of  tlie  objection  which  was  made 
to  the  limits  of  the  corporation,  as  defined  l)y  the  charter,  and  the 
persons   to  whom   the  privileges  of  the  corporation   are    thereby 
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made  to  extend.  By  the  49tli  sect,  of  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78, 
it  is  enacted  (as  has  already  been  observed),  that  tlie  charter, 
thereby  to  be  granted,  is  "  to  extend  to  the  inhabitants  of  any 
town  or  borough  within  the  district  to  be  set  forth  in  such 
charter."  And  accordingly,  the  charter  does  define,  with  great 
precision,  the  boundaries  of  the  borough  of  Mancliester, 
and  declares  *  "  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  borougli,  com-  [*  68] 
prised  within  the  limits  thereinbefore  described,  and  their 
successors,  shall  be  one  body  politic  and  corporate,"  under  the 
name  and  title  before  mentioned.  And  the  limits  before  described 
are  "  the  district  within  nine  townships  therein  enumerated, 
which  (it  is  added)  comprise  the  boundaries  of  the  parliamentary 
borough  of  Manchester,  as  the  same  were  settled  and  determined 
by  an  act  passed  in  the  2nd  and  3rd  years  of  his  late  Majesty, 
intituled  '  An  Act  to  settle  and  describe  the  Division  of  Counties, 
and  the  Limits  of  Cities  and  Boroughs  in  England  and  Wales,  in 
so  far  as  respects  the  Election  of  Members  to  serve  in  Parlia- 
ment.'"  But  by  the  9th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  it  is  provided  that  persons  who,  at  a  time,  and  subject  to 
certain  restrictions,  therein  specified,  and  before  alluded  to  in  tlie 
observations  made  upon  a  former  |)art  of  this  case,  ''  have  occupied 
any  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  or  shop,"  if  duly  enrolled 
as  prescribed,  shall  be  burgesses  of  the  borough  and  members  of 
the  body  corporate,  if,  during  such  occupation,  they  shall  have 
been  inhabitant  householders  of  the  said  l)orough  or  within  seven 
miles  of  the  same.  Except,  therefore,  such  inhabitant  house- 
holders as  are  last  mentioned,  who  have  resided  not  in  the  borougli, 
as  expres&ly  defined  by  the  charter,  though  within  seven  miles  from 
it,  can  be  deemed  "  inhabitants  of  the  borough, "  they  are  virtually 
excluded  from  the  incorporation,  though  by  the  said  9th  section, 
in  terms,  entitled  to  it. 

It  is  true  that  Lord  Coke,  in  his  reading  upon  the  Statute  of 
Bridges,  explains  that  the  word  "  inhabitants  "  may  have  different 
meanings,  and  may  be  applicable  to  persons  differently  circum- 
stanced, and  particularly  as  to  the  actual  residence.  The  meaning 
of  the  word,  in  each  case,  "must,  however,  be  determined  in  a 
great  degree  by  the  subject  to  which  it  is  applied.  In  the 
present  instance,  the  word  is  used  in  reference  to  a  certain  district, 
carefully  and  specifically  defined.  And,  so  consideiing 
it,  I  much  *  doubt  (and  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  say     [*  69] 
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more  upon  this  point)  whether  the  word  "  inlialiitants,"  in  tliis 
charter,  can  be  properly  understood  as  applicahk'  td  persons 
resident  out  of  the  limits  of  the  horough  itself,  so  limited  and 
prescribed.  And  if  not,  persons  entitled  by  law  are  excluded  by 
the  charter,  and,  for  that  reason  also,  1  shouhl  think  it  would  be 
void. 

Upon  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  should  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Pattesox,  J.  In  this  case  two  questions  arise.  First, 
whether  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  before  whom  the  cause 
was  tried  was  correct  or  not.  Secondly,  whether,  u\n)u  the  whole 
record,  the  title  of  the  defendant  as  coroner  of  the  borough  of 
Manchester  is  made  out.  If  the  latter  of  these  questions  be 
decided  in  the  negative,  the  former  will  become  immateiial ;  but 
as  it  appears  to  me  that  the  latter  question  ought  to  be  decided 
in  the  affirmative,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  former  <]uestion 
also, 

[His  Lordship  stated  the  pleadings,  and  continued  :] 
[70]         Upon  this  state  of  the  record,  the  second  question  arises. 

But  in  order  to  raise  the  first  question,  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions must  be  looked  to. 

[His  Lordship  stated  the  purport  of  the  l)ill  of  exceptions,  and 
agreed  with  the  construction  of  it  adopted  by  Williams,  J.     He 

continued  :] 

[73]  L^pon   the  whole,    therefore,    it  seems  to   me   that   the 

direction  of  the  Judge  was  substantially  right;  and  at  all 

events,  that  if  it  did  withdraw  the  question  from  the  jury,  and  so 

was   wrong,  the  exceptions  do  not  point  out  that  ol)jeq,tion,  and 

the  plaintiff'  is  not  at  liberty  to  avail  himself  of  it. 
[*  74]         *  I  come  now  to  the  second  question,  which  arises  upon 
the  whole  record,  and  is  one  of  great  importance  and  of 
much  difficulty. 

The  Act  of  Parliament,  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  49,  enacts  that  if  the 
inhabitant  householders  of  any  town  or  borough  shall  petition  for 
a  charter,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  her  Majesty  (if  she  should  think 
iit,  by  the  advice  of  her  Privy  Council,  to  grant  the  same),  to 
e.Ktend  to  the  inhabitants  of  any  such  town  or  borough,  within  the 
district  to  be  set  forth  in  such  charter,  all  the  powers  and  pro- 
visions of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76. 
This  is  not  in  derogation  or  abridgment  of  the  power  of  the  Crown 
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to  grant  charters  of  incorporation  at  common  law,  which  it  may 
still  do  without  any  petition;  but  it  is  to  enable  the  Crown,  in 
case  of  any  such  petition,  to  extend  to  any  new  corporation,  when 
created,  the  powers  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  some  of 
which,  as  for  instance  the  taxing  the  inhabitants  by  a  borough 
rate,  may  not  have  been  grantable  by  the  Crown  at  common  law. 
The  Act  does  not  profess  to  enable  the  Crown  to  grant  charters, 
but  only,  if  it  shall  think  fit  to  grant  them  upon  petition,  to 
extend  to  the  grantees,  by  those  charters,  certain  powers  and 
provisions. 

Upon  this  second  question,  it  must  be  assumed  that  there  was 
a  petition,  as  the  jury  have  found;  therefore  the  extension  to  the 
new  corporation  of  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  is  good,  if  the  charter  -of  incorporation  be  itself 
good,  either  at  common  law  or  under  the  act  in  question,  and  is 
in  such  terms,  and  of  such  a  nature,  that  the  powers  and  pro- 
visions of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  are  applicable  to  it. 
An  objection,  indeed,  arises  connected  with  the  petition  which  it 
will  be  proper  to  notice  in  this  place.  It  is  said  that  the  charter 
is  void,  because  it  is  granted  to  a  different  body  of  persons  from 
those  who  petitioned  for  it.  The  petition  must  be  taken 
to  be  by  all  the  inhabitant  *  householders  of  the  borough  [*  75] 
of  Manchester,  whereas  the  charter  is  granted  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  with  the  exception  of 
three  townships. 

First,  observing  that  this  would  be  no  objection  at  common  law, 
because  no  petition  at  all  is  required  at  common  law ;  and  also 
observing,  that  by  this  record  it  appears  that  the  body  to  whom 
the  charter  is  granted,  who  jointly  with  the  others  were  peti- 
tioners, have  duly  accepted  and  received  the  same,  —  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  even  if  the  power  to  grant  the  charter  depended,  as 
I  admit  that  the  power  of  extending  it  does,  upon  the  Act  of  1 
Vict.  c.  78,  the  charter  is  in  this  respect  fully  warranted  by 
that  Act. 

The  Act  requires  that  the  inhabitant  householders  of  the  borough 
should  petition;  that  means,  of  course,  of  the  whole  borough;  a 
petition  from  the  inhabitant  householders  of  part  of  the  borough, 
expressly  for  a  charter  to  them,  exclusive  of  the  other  inhabitant 
householders  of  the  borough,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  Act.      It  then  empowers  the  Crown,  by  such  charter. 
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to  extend  the  powers  of  the  Municipal   Corporation  Act  to  tlie 
inhabitants  of  any  such  l)orou«>h,  within  tlie  district  to  he  set  fortli 
in  such  charter.      The  woid  "  inhalntants  "  here  api)ears  to  nic  to 
mean  inhabitant  householders,  otherwise  the  Act  itself  has  pro- 
vided,  that  tlie  petition  shall   be   by   one  body,   viz.,    iidial)itant 
householders,    and    has   then    assumed    that    the   charter   will    Ix; 
granted  to  the  same  description  of  persons,  and  then  provided  tliat 
her  Majesty  may,   by  the  same  charter,  extend  the  provisions  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  to  another  body,  viz.,  the  inhabi- 
tants generally,  whether  householders  or  not,  — a  construction  df 
the  Act  which,  I  confess,  seems  to  me  to  be  unwarrantalde.      What 
then   is  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  within  the  district  to  be  set 
forth  in  such  charter  ?  "      Surely  they  are  not  words  of  enactment, 
that  the  charter  shall  set  Cut  the  boundaries  of  the  whole  borough, 
but  words  of  description,  following  as  they  do  the  words  "  inhaln- 
tants   of    such    borough, "    and    must    mean    to    empower 
[*  76]     *the  Crown  to  extend  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  to 
the  inhalhtant  householders  of  the  whole  borough,  or  of 
such  part  of  it  as  shall   be  within  the  district  to  be  set  forth   in 
such  charter.      I  do  not  feel  the  weight  of  the  observation,  that   if 
so,  the  Crown  might  grant  to  a  small  portion,  who  had  not  joined 
in  tlie  petition  at  all ;  for  if  it  did,  that  portion   need  not  accept 
the  charter;  nor  of  the  observation,  that  if  all  ]tetitioned,  and  the 
charter  were  granted  to  a  small  portion  only,  it  would  be  contrary 
to    the   real   wish    of   all,    or    at   all   events   prejudicial    to    those 
omitted.      If  it  were  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  all,  including  those 
to  whom  it  was  granted,  the  grantees  would  not  accept  it;  and 
if  not,  and  they  do  accept  it,  I  do  not  see  how  those  omitted  are 
prejudiced  by  having  a  corporation  near  them  :  they  are  not  placed 
under  the  power  or  control  of  that  corporation,  nor  affected  by  it, 
any  more  than   persons  at   a  distance.      I   cannot    think  that   the 
Legislature  intended  to  oblige  the  Crown  to   incoijiorate  all    the 
inhalntants  who  should  petition,  and  yet  to  enable  the  Crown  to 
extend  the  Municipal  Cor])(nation  Act  to  a  part  only  of  such  cor- 
poration, so  that  half,  for  instance,  of  the  corporation  sli(»uld   be 
under  the  jjrovisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  7(),  and  the  other 
half  not.      It  would  be  impossible  to  govern  a  borough  with  such 
a  corporation.     Nor  can  I  think  that  the  words  "  within  the  district 
to  be  set   forth    in  such   charter,"  placed  where  they  are,  relate 
merely  to  the  defining  the  limits  of  the  respective  jurisdictions  of 
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the  county  and  borough  magistrates.  I  see  no  way  of  giving  the 
words  a  reasonable  construction  except  that  wliich  I  have  already 
stated,  and  as  empowering  the  Crown  to  extend  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  to  part  of  the  inhal)itant  liouseholders ;  and  as 
it  seems  to  me  impossil)]e  that  the  persons  who  are  incorporated, 
and  those  to  whom  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  is  extended, 
should  not  be  the  same,  I  think  that  the  (Jrown  may,  under  the 
49th  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  78,  upon  a  petition  from  all 
the  inhabitant  householders,  incorporate  *  a  part  and  [*  77] 
extend  tlie  Municipal  Corporation  Act  to  that  part. 

The  next,  and  apparently  most  formidable  objection  is,  that  the 
Crown  has  ])y  this  charter  delegated  its  authority  in  a  manner  not 
warranted  by  law,  viz.,  Iiy  directing  David  Price  to  make  out  a 
burgess  list,  or,  in  other  words,  to  declare  who  shall  l)e  the  corpo- 
rators. Assuming  that  the  Crown  cannot  delegate  to  a  subject  the 
right  of  creating  a  corporation,  a  point  upon  which  I  should  wish 
not  to  be  concluded  by  anything  here  said,  let  us  consider  whether 
what  has  liere  l)een  done  amounts  to  any  such  thing.  The  charter 
grants  and  declares  in  terms,  "  that  the  inhabitants  (thereby  mean- 
ing the  inhabitant  householders)  of  the  borough  of  Manchester, 
comprised  within  the  district  liereinl)efore  described,  and  their 
successors,  shall  be  forever  hereafter  one  body  politic  and  corpo- 
rate, "  —  and  so  goes  on  in  the  usual  form  ;  and  adds,  —  "  and  be 
forever  hereafter  persons  able  and  capable  in  law  to  have  and 
exercise  all  the  powers,  authorities,  immunities,  and  privileges 
which  are  now  held  and  enjoyed  -by  the  several  boroughs  named 
in  the  said  Act  for  regulating  municipal  corporations  in  England 
and  Wales,  in  the  like  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions, 
as  fully  and  as  amply,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as 
if  the  said  borough  of  Manchester  had  been  included  in  the  schedule 
to  that  Act  annexed.  " 

By  these  clauses,  the  corporation  is  created ;  the  indefinite  body 
of  whom  it  is  composed  are  pointed  out,  viz.,  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders ;  and  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  are 
extended  to  it,  whereby,  amongst  other  things,  certain  qualifica- 
tions are  required  in  the  inhabitant  householders,  to  entitle  them 
to  be  on  the  burgess  roll.  These  are  the  acts  of  the  Crown  itself; 
no  subject  interferes  or  is  concerned  in  them.  All  the  rest  of 
the  charter  is  but  machinery,  as  it  were,  to  set  in  motion  the  cor- 
poration so  created,  and  machinery  contrived,  as  near  as  cir- 
voi..  VII.  — 14 
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[*  78]     ciimstaiices  woultJ^  admit,  after  the  model  of  that  *  in  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  which,  l)eing  apjilicahle  only 
to  corporations  already  existing,  could  not  be  in  every  particular 
adopted  in  such  a  case  as  the  present. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  Crown  might  have  set  out  in  the 
charter  itself  a  list  of  all  the  inhabitant  householders  within  the 
said  borough,  who  should  possess  the  qualifications  required  by 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  and  might  have  named  the  first 
mayor  and  aldermen,  and  councillors.  Instead  of  thi.s,  the  clause 
i.s  inserted,  directing  David  Price  to  make  out  a  list  of  all  ther 
inhabitant  householders  so  qualified,  which  list  Edward  Kushton, 
Esq. ,  barrister-at-law,  is  to  revise.  These  gentlemen  are  not  to 
exercise  any  choice  or  predilection  of  their  own,  —  not  to  select 
and  nominate  who  shall  be  corporators  or  burgesses ;  hut  to  make 
out  a  correct  list  of  those  who  have  been  already  made  so  by  the 
act  of  incorporation;  and  if  any  persons  claiming  to  be  put  on  that 
list  had  been  improperly  omitted  by  them,  they  would,  I  conceive, 
have  been  entitled,  under  the  24th  section  of  the  same  Act,  1  Vict, 
c.  78,  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  a  mandamus,  in 
order  to  their  insertion  in  the  list;  or  if  any  had  been  improperly 
inserted,  they  would  have  been  liable  to  be  removed  by  quo 
varranto.  I  am  not  now  considering  whether  the  powers  given  to 
those  gentlemen  are  sufficient  with  reference  to  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  or  whether  the  list  to  be  made  out  and  revised 
by  them  embraces  all  the  persons  it  ought  to  embrace ;  l)ut  whether, 
assuming  the  charter  to  direct  such  a  list  to  be  made  as  would  be 
made  under  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  there  has  been  an 
illegal  delegation  of  the  power  of  the  Crown ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  very  circumstance  of  their  duty  being  confined  to 
making  a  list  of  persons  already  incorporated  by  a  general  descrip- 
tion, containing  certain  qualifications,  and  not  being  discretionary 
as  to  the  selection  of  some  one  of  many  persons  so  qualified,  is 
sufficient  to  sliow  that  they  are  not  delegated  to  create  a 
[*79]  corporation  in  *any  sense.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  so  far 
as  to  the  seventh  resolution  in  Sidton's  Hospittd  (Uise,  but 
what  is  there  laid  down  seems  to  me  to  T)e  very  applicable  to  this 
fase,  even  if  there  had  been  sucli  a  discretionary  power  confided  to 
ISlw  Price  or  Mr.  Rushton.  It  is  there  said,  "  When  the  king,  l)y 
his  charter,  reserves  as  well  the  nomination  of  the  persons  as  the 
name  of  the  incorporation  to  a  common  person,  who  shall  be  the 
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founder,  there  he  (that  is,  the  common  person)  ought  to  name 
the  parties,  and  declare  by  what  name  they  shall  be  incorporated ; 
and  tliere  many  times,  although  it  be  superfluous,  he  uses  these 
words,  fundo,  erigo,  &c. ,  or  such  like;  and  when  the  common 
person  has  done  it,  and  declared  it  in  writing  according  to  his 
authority,  then  they  are  incorporated  by  the  king's  letters  patent, 
and  not  by  the  common  person,  for  he  is  but  an  instrument,  and 
the  king  makes  the  corporation  in  such  case,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  all  had  been  comprehended  in  the  letters  patent  themselves ; 
for  it  is  true  that  none  but  the  king  alone  can  create  or  make  a 
corporation,  as  it  is  held  in  49  E.  III.  4a,  49  Ass.  8 ;  but  qui  per 
alium  facit,  per  seipsum  facere  videhir.  Jt  is  true  that  that  was 
a  private  corporation,  and  not  a  municipal  one  as  here ;  but  the 
same  principle  appears  to  me  to  govern  both,  although  in  the 
latter  case  much  greater  caution  may  be  requisite  in  the  applica- 
tion of  it.  For  these  reasons,  it  seems  to  me  that  what  has  been 
done  here  cannot  properly  be  said  to  be  a  delegation  of  the  power 
of  the  Crown  at  all,  or  if  it  can,  that  it  is  a  perfectly  legal  and 
justifiable  delegation. 

Several  other  objections  were  taken  to  this  charter,  all  founded 
on  the  supposition  that  it  is  a  charter  granted  under  the  powers 
given  to  lier  Majesty  by  the  Act  1  Vict.  c.  78.  Perhaps  it  would 
be  sufficient  to  answer  that  the  charter  is  not  so  granted,  though  the 
incorporating  of  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act 
is  under  those  powers.  The  objections  are,  that  the  steps 
directed  *  by  this  charter  to  be  taken  in  the  first  election  [*  80] 
of  mayor,  aldermen,  and  councillors,  and  in  the  formation 
of  the  burgess  list,  are  not  conformable  to  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act,  either  in  respect  to  the  times  when  the  elections  are  to 
take  place  nor  to  the  persons  who  are  to  preside,  nor  to  those 
who  are  to  make  out  and  revise  the  lists,  and  in  respect  to  other 
particulars.  One  general  answer  may  be  made,  viz.,  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  cannot  be  strictly 
pursued  in  the  first  instance  in  the  formation  of  a  new  corporation, 
for  many  of  them  presuppose  an  existing  body  ;  that  this  charter 
does  in  most  parts  of  it  follow  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  as  near 
as  circumstances  would  permit ;  that  it  is  nowhere  contradictory 
to  them,  and  that  being  a  charter  granted  by  the  Crown  under  the 
authority  which  it  has  at  common  law,  the  variances  which  are 
pointed  out  cannot  be  of  any  consequence,  unless  they  contravene 
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some  rule  of  the  cominoii  law.  This  is  the  general  answer;  but 
there  are  two  ol)jeeti()ns  which  require  more  particular  discussion. 
First,  that  tins  charter  does  not  include  ])erson8  having  sliops  in 
the  borough,  and  residing  within  seven  miles,  and  so  is  contra- 
dictory to  the  ^Municipal  Corporation  Act.  Secondly,  that  it 
creates  a  court  for  the  revising  barrister,  with  ])owers  different 
from  those  of  the  coniniou  law,  which  the  Crown  had  no  power  at 
common  law  to  do. 

The  first  of  these  objections  arises  u]_)on  the  clause  in  tlie  charter 
which  directs  David  Price  to  "  make  out  an  ali)habetical  list  of  all 
inhabitant  householders  within  the  said  ])orough,  who  shall 
possess  the  qualifications  required  l)y  the  said  Act  for  tlie  regula- 
tion of  municipal  corporations  in  England  and  Wales,  to  be  pos- 
sessed by  l)urgesses  of  any  of  the  V)oroughs  enumerated  in  the  said 
Act."  It  is  said  that  this  clause  does  not  include  a  class  of 
ytersons  mentioned  in  tlie  9th  section  of  the  5  &  6  "Will.  IV.  c.  76, 
tlie  words  of  which  are,  —  "  every  male  person  (tf  full  age,  who 

shall  have  occupied  any  house,  warehouse,  counting- 
[*  SI]     house,  *  or  shoji  within  any  Ixtrough,  and  also  during  the 

time  of  such  occupation  shall  liave  been  an  inhabitant 
householder  within  the  said  borougli,  or  within  seven  miles  (jf 
the  said  borough."  It  is  contended,  in  answer  to  this  ol)jection, 
that  the  words  of  the  clause  in  the  charter  are  not  to  be  taken  in 
their  strict  sense,  as  descriptive  of  only  one  class  of  the  inhabitant 
householders  mentioned  in  the  9th  section  of  the  Act  above  cited, 
but  in  conjunction  with  the  following  words,  —  "  who  shall  })0ssess 
the  qualification,"  &c. ,  and  that  tliey  fairly  mean  an  alplial)eti- 
cal  list  of  all  inhabitant  householders  connected  with  the  said 
borougli,  who  shall  possess  the  (pialification  rerpiired.  That  such 
may  have  been  the  intention  of  the  clause  in  the  cliarter  is  very 
probable,  considering  that  the  charter  expressly  extends  the  powers 
and  ])rovisi(jns  of  the  j\Iuniri])al  Corporation  Act  to  the  newly 
created  corporation;  lait  sucli  a  construction  a])])ears  to  me  to 
amount,  in  truth,  to  striking  out  the  words  "  within  the  said 
borough  "  altogether,  wliich,  T  ap])ivli(Mid,  cnniuit  be  done.  It 
was  argued,  that  those  words  might  be  transposed,  and  the  clause 
read  as  if  it  was,  "  to  make  a  list  of  all  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders possessing  the  ([ualification  required  by,  &c.,  within  the 
said  borough  ;  "  but  this  would  be  contraiy  to  all  rules  of  con- 
struction, and  would  give  the  clause  a  totally  different  sense  from 
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what  the  words  fairly  ijiipurt.  It  was  further  contended,  that 
althougli  Mr.  Price  might  not  have  power  to  insert  the  names  of 
the  persons  in  question  in  the  burgess  list,  Mr.  Rushton,  the 
revising  l)arrister,  might  have  done  so.  This  seems  hardly  pos- 
sible, because  the  revising  barrister's  power  extends  only  to  the 
correcting  that  which  has  been  improperly  done;  and  if  the 
persons  in  question  were  properly  omitted  by  Mr.  Price,  they 
could  not  be  considered  as  having  any  rightful  claim,  which 
would  authorize  the  revising  barrister  to  put  them  upon  the  list. 
The  same  observation  applies  to  any  remedy  by  mandamaii,  which 
is  given  only  to  those  who  are  improperly  omitted. 

*  11  the  words  of  this  clause  of  the  charter  do  not  [*  82] 
authorize  the  insertion  of  the  names  of  persons  occupying 
shops,  &c. ,  within  the  borough  and  being  inhabitant  householders 
out  of  it,  but  within  seven  miles  of  it,  then  the  first  burgess  list 
must  necessarily  have  differed  from  that  directed  to  be  made  under 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act ;  neither,  perhaps,  could  this  be 
avoided.  But  it  is  only  the  first  burgess  list  which  would  so 
differ.  The  charter  incorporates  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough 
and  extends  to  them  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act.  Then  when  the  time  came  for  tlie  burgess  list  to  be  made 
out  under  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  doubtless  the  persons  in 
question  would  be  included,  as  being  entitled  to  be  on  the  list  by 
the  joint  operation  of  the  charter  and  the  Act,  although  they  were 
not  on  the  first  burgess  list,  owing  to  the  imperfection  of  that  list, 
whether  necessarily  arising  from  the  state  of  things,  or  acci- 
dentally from  the  mistaken  w"ording  of  the  charter.  The  imper- 
fection is  not  of  a  permanent  nature,  existing  in  the  creation  of 
the  corporation ;  for,  as  I  have  already  attempted  to  show,  the 
corporation  was  created  before  the  burgess  list  was  formed,  and 
that  list  is  no  part  of  its  creation :  but  the  imperfection  is  confined 
to  the  first  list,  and  does  not  render  the  charter  inconsistent  with 
or  incapable  of  having  the  provision^  of  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act  incorporated  in  it,  and  therefore  does  not  vitiate  it. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  it  arises  upon  the  18th,  19th,  and  20th 
sections  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  which  require  the 
mayor  and  assessors  to  hold  a  Court  for  revising  the  lists  every 
year  after  the  first,  and  a  barrister  to  revise  the  first  list  in  the 
place  and  stead  of  the  mayor :  then  the  clause  in  the  charter  pro- 
vides that  ]\Ir.  Rushton  shall  revise  the  first  list  in  the  manner 
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directed  in  the  act;  therefore,  it  is  argued,  he  is  a  Court,  and  as 
he  does  not  proceed  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  the 
Crown  cannot  of  its  own  authority  create  such  a  Court. 
[*  83]  *  Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  right  to  extend  the  powers 
and  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  to  this 
new  corporation  already  created,  would  justify  the  Crown  in 
creating  the  barrister's  Court;  and  the  appointment  of  the  barrister 
by  the  Crown  instead  of  the  Judge  of  assize  would  not  vitiate  it, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  not  possible  that  the  Judge  pointed  out  by  the 
Act  should  in  all  cases  name  the  barrister,  therefore  he  must  lie 
named  in  some  manner  cy  i^ms.  But  even  supposing  the  first 
revision  to  have  been  by  a  person  who  was  not  legally  constituted 
a  Court,  and  supposing  that  neither  he  nor  Mr.  Price  could  be 
compelled  to  da  what  the  charter  directs  them  to  do,  or  punished 
for  doing  it  improperly,  and  that  they  were  not  furnished  with 
powers  sufiticient  to  enable  them  t<^  do  with  certainty  that  which 
they  were  directed  to  do,  still  this  record  shows  that  this  charter 
has  been  accepted  by  the  persons  incorporated,  that  it  has  been 
acted  u})on,  that  a  burgess  list  has  been  made,  and  elections  have 
taken  place  under  it :  and  I  apprehend  that  it  does  not  lie  in  the 
mouth  of  a  mere  stranger,  as  this  plaintiff  is,  to  take  objections  to 
the  mere  form  of  proceedings,  although  he  may  show  positive 
illegality  in  the  charter.  Nor  do  I  see  how  the  Crown  could  have 
given  to  any  other  persons,  not  even  to  those  who  are  pointed  out 
by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  any  powers  greater  or  moie 
effectual  than  those  given  by  tliis  charter  to  Mr.  Price  and  Mr. 
Rushton. 

[After  stating  liis  concurrence  in  overruling  the  objection  upon 
tlie  pleadings,  he  concluded: — ] 
[84]  Upon  the  wiiole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 

is  no  error  upon  this  record,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  ])elow  ought  to  l)e  affirmed. 

liosANc^UET,  J.  The  (questions  in  tliis  case  are  two:  l.st, 
whether  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  is  exceptionable.  2nd, 
whether  the  i)lea  is  good;  wliidi  involves  tlic  further  cjuestion, 
wlietlier  tlie  charter  set  forth  in  the  plea  is  valid. 

[Upon  the  first  question  he  came  to  tins  conclusion :  — ] 
[87]  The  question  upon  which  the  Judge  decided  was  simply 

tliis,  whether,  the  first  petition  having  been  presented  mid 
referred,  and  tlie  charter  granted  in  pursuance  of  it  accepted,  tlie 
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presentation  of  the  second  petition  showed  that  the  Queen  had  no 
authority  to  grant  it.  The  Judge  pronounced  his  opinion,  that 
notwithstanding  such  petition,  she  had  authority,  and  with  that 
direction  left  the  case  to  the  jury ;  which  direction  appears  to  nie 
to  have  been  correct. 

2nd.  Several  objections  have  been  made  to  the  legality  of  the 
charter  set  forth  in  the  plea.  The  first  is,  that  it  is  granted  to 
different  persons  from  those  who  petitioned  for  it.  But  it  appears 
that  the  grant  is  made  strictly  in  conformity  with  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  upon  the  petition  of  the  inhabitant  householders,  to 
the  inhabitants,  the  former  being  by  the  Act  required  to  petition, 
and  the  latter  pointed  out  as  the  persons  to  whom  the  grant  is  to 
be  made. 

It  is  fuither  objected  that  the  petition  professes  to  be  that  of  the 
inhabitant  householders  of  the  whole  of  the  borough,  and  that  the 
grant  is  made  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  limited  district  only ;  but 
this  objection  is  fully  answered  by  adverting  to  the  terms  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  which  requires  the  petition  to  be 
made  by  the  inhabitant  *  householders  generally,  but  [*  88] 
authorizes  the  Queen  to  make  the  grant  to  a  limited  dis- 
trict within  the  borough,  to  be  specified  in  the  charter.  I  cannot 
construe  the  Act  so  as  to  import  that  the  grant  of  incorporation  is 
to  be  made  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  whole  borough,  but  that  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  Act  may  be  granted  to  the  inhabitants 
of  a  more  limited  district. 

The  next  head  of  objection  is,  that  in  granting  the  charter,  the 
various  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  with  respect 
to  times  and  modes  of  proceeding  have  not  been  pursued.  But 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  Act  which  requires  that  this  should  be 
done.  All  the  matters  contained  in  that  Act  related  to  corporations 
then  in  existence,  whose  constitutions  were  to  be  altered  by 
authority  of  Parliament,  in  carrying  which  oljject  into  effect  it 
was  necessary  that  all  the  provisions  prescribed  should  be  strictly 
adhered  to. 

But  when  a  new  corporation  is  to  be  erected  l;»y  the  authority  of 
the  Crown,  the  constitution  of  such  new  corporation  originates  in 
the  will  of  the  Sovereign :  subject  however  to  the  assent  or  dissent 
of  the  new  corporations  by  tlieir  acceptance  or  non-acceptance 
thereof.  And  such  a  grant,  made  by  the  known  prerogative  of  the 
Crown,  requires  no  petition  from  any  particular  description  of 
persons,   as  a  condition  precedent  to  its  validity. 
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It  has  been  contended,  however,  that  the  Queen  has  exceeded 
the  powers  which  she  derived  from  her  connnon-Law  prerogative, 
as  well  as  those  conferred  on  her  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  in  dele- 
gating her  authority  to  others,  in  matters  respecting  the  selection 
of  persons  who  are  to  constitute  the  burgesses  of  the  corporation, 
particularly  David  Price,  who  is  empowered  to  make  out  the 
burgess  list,  and  Edward  Eushton  to  revise  it.  Now  I  take  it  to 
have  been  long  settled  by  law,  that  the  Queen,  in  erecting  a  cor- 
poration, may  name,  of  her  ow^n  authority,  all  the  officers  and  all 
the  corporatoi's,  or  may  empower  a  subject  to  do  so  in 
[*  89]  *  her  stead.  And  although  no  one  but  the  Queen  can  make 
a  corporation,  yet  when  it  is  made  under  her  authority, 
it   is  deemed  in  law  to  have  been  made  by  herself. 

"When  the  king,"  says  Lord  Coke  in  tlie  case  of  Sitf ton's 
Hospital,  10  Co.  liep.  33,  "  reserves  as  well  the  nomination  of  tlie 
persons  as  the  name  of  incorporation  to  a  person  who  shall  be  the 
founder,  then  he  ought  to  name  the  parties,  and  declare  ])y  what 
name  they  shall  be  incorporated;  and  when  lie  hatli  done  so  in 
writing  according  to  his  authority,  they  are  incorporated  by  the 
king's  letters  patent,  and  not  by  the  common  person;  for  he  is  but 
an  instrument,  and  the  king  makes  the  corporation  in  such  case, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  all  had  been  comprehended  in  the  letters 
patent  themselves.  It  is  true, "  he  adds  "  that  none  but  the  king 
can  make  a  corporation,  as  it  is  held  49  Ed.  III.  4,  29  Ass.  8; 
but  qui  per  aliimi  facit,  -per  sfipsnm  fa  cere  xidetiir.  "  So  it  is 
said  in  Bro.  Abr.  Prerogative,  r)3 :  "  Nota,  the  king  by  his 
cliarter  may  by  express  words  grant  to  a  corporation  or  commonalty 
to  make  another  corporation  or  commonalty. "  Again,  in  Jenkins, 
Centuries,  88,  p.  270,  it  is  said,  "  Only  the  king  can  make  a 
corporation;"  but,  presently  after,  "The  king  may  give  power  to 
name  a  corporation,  and  where  it  is  named  it  is  the  king's 
corporation. " 

In  Com.  Dig.  Franchise  (Fig.  5),  citing  1  Pioll.  Abr.  512,  it  is 
said  that  a  sul)ject  may  choose  the  person,  invent  the  name,  &c., 
for  tlie  king;  also,  the  king  by  chaiter  to  the  East  India  Company 
may  enable  them  to  constitute  sucli  ])ersons  as  shall  be  incorpo- 
rated:  lb.  In  Bacon's  Abr.  Corporations  (B. )  it  is  said,  "The 
king,  l)y  virtue  of  his  prerogative,  is  the  only  person  that  can 
erect  either  an  ecclesiastical  or  lay  corporation  ;  yet  the  king  may 
grant  power  to  a  common  person  to  name  the  corporation,  and  tiie 
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persons  of  whom  it  is  to  consist;  but  wlien  he  has  done  so,  the 
corporation  does  not  take  its  essence  from  the  common  person,  Lut 
from  the  king.  " 

I  am  not  aware  that  the  proposition  Laid  down  in  tliese 
*  authorities  has  ever  been  disputed  since  the  2nd  Hen.  YII.  [*  90] 
Blackstone,  Vol.  1,  p.  474,  "  The  king,  it  is  said,  may 
grant  to  a  subject  the  power  of  making  corporations  (Bro.  Abr. 
tit.  Prerog.  53;  Vin.  Abr.  Prerog.  SS,  pi.  16),  although  the  con- 
trary was  formerly  held  (Year  Book,  2  H.  VII.  13),  that  is,  he  may 
permit  the  subject  to  name  the  persons  and  powers  of  the  corpora- 
tions at  his  pleasure ;  but  it  is  really  the  king  that  erects,  and  the 
subject  is  but  the  instrument;  for  though  none  but  the  king  can 
make  a  corporation,  yet  qui  facit  jpcr  alium  facit  per  se.  In  this 
manner  the  Chancellor  of  the  University  of  Oxford  has  power  by 
charter  to  erect  corporations,  and  has  actually  often  exerted  it,  in 
the  erection  of  several  matriculated  companies,  now  subsisting,  of 
tradesmen  subservient  to  the  students. "  The  same  doctrine  will 
be  found  in  Kyd  on  Corporations,  50.  Xo  distinction  is  made  in 
these  autliorities  between  ecclesiastical  and  lay,  eleemosynary  and 
municipal  corporations.  I  refer  to  these  authorities  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  in  what  broad  terms  the  authority  of  the  Crown 
to  delegate  the  nomination  of  corporations  and  corporate  officers 
has  been  re(;ognised.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  rely  upon  tliem  to 
their  full  extent  in  this  case ;  for  no  discretionary  power  of  choice 
or  appointment  is  given  either  to  Mr.  Price  or  to  Mr.  Ptushton. 
The  constitution  of  the  corporation  and  the  qualification  of  the 
burgesses  are  fixed  by  the  charter ;  and  these  persons  are  only 
required  to  make  a  list  of  those  who  have  such  qualifications.  It 
is  to  be  observed,  that  no  method  of  proceeding  is  pointed  out  liy 
the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  4,  or  1  Vict.  c.  78,  for  setting  the  corpora- 
tion in  motion  :  tliese  Acts  simply  provide,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  her  Majesty,  under  the  advice  of  her  Privy  Council,  to  extend 
to  the  inhabitants  of  any  town  or  borough,  within  the  district  to 
be  set  forth  in  such  charter,  tlie  powers  and  provisions  in  the  Act 
contained  ;  and  I  know  of  no  mode  by  which  the  Crown 
can  confer*  them  except  by  charter.  If  the  Crown  l)e  [*  91] 
authorized  to  grant  the  powders  in  question  (which  without 
the  authority  of  the  Act  could  not  have  been  done),  must  it  not  by 
necessary  inference  be  authorized  to  prescribe  the  means  by  wliicli 
they  are  to  be  made  effective  ?  provided  at  least  that  the  means 
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adopted  are  not  at  variance  witli  those  which  might  be  resorted  to 
in  a  common-law  charter  of  incorporation.  Many  of  the  regula- 
tions of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  are  inapplicable  to  a  new 
corporation.  David  Price  is  appointed  to  make  out  the  burgess 
list  instead  of  the  overseers,  who,  under  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  are  required  and  compelled  to  make  out  sucli  list,  liut  these 
officers  would  not  be  compellable  to  make  out  a  burgess  list  for  a 
new  corporation.  For  tlie  purpose,  therefore,  of  securiug  the 
attainment  of  the  end  contemplated  by  the  Act,  the  Crown  has 
nominated  a  person,  of  whose  willingness  to  undertake  the  duty 
it  may  be  assured :  Edward  Eushton  is  appointed  to  revise  the 
burgess  list  instead  of  a  revising  barrister  appointed  by  the  senior 
Judge  of  assize ;  no  power  to  any  Judge  to  appoint  such  a  barrister 
being  given  by  the  Act,  after  the  year  which  had  elapsed  at  the 
grant  of  this  charter.  And  to  have  given  authority  to  any  other 
person  to  appoint  a  revising  barrister,  would  be  at  least  as  objec- 
tionable as  a  direct  appointment  by  the  Queen  herself. 

It  has  been  contended,  indeed,  that  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  be 
defective  in  prescril)ing  the  proper  means  of  carrying  its  object 
into  effect,  the  object  cannot  be  effected ;  but  the  more  reasonable 
interpretation  of  the  Act  in  such  case  appears  to  l)e,  that  where  no 
particular  means  are  prescribed,  the  Crown  may  proceed  to  accom- 
l)lish  the  object  by  tlie  same  means  which  it  is  authorized  by  the 
common  law  to  employ  in  conferring  the  usual  powers  upon  a  new 
corporation,  namely,  by  letters  patent  under  the  Great  Seal. 

The  principal  objection  to  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Price  and 
Mr.  Eushton  appears  to  be,  that  although  all  persons 
[*  92]  *  qualified  to  be  burgesses  by  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act  are  entitled  to  be  inserted  in  the  burgess  list,  power 
is  given  to  Mr.  Price  in  the  first  instance,  and  finally  to  Mr. 
Eushton,  which  enables  them  to  include  in  such  list  persons  not 
qualified,  or  to  exclude  persons  duly  ([ualiHed.  If  this  be  an 
objection  in  principle,  it  is  a  principle  which,  in  the  a))sence  of 
express  directions,  has  been  adopted  l)y  analogy  to  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  exercise  of  the 
franchise  in  the  first  instance,  instead  of  leaving  the  claims  and 
objections  to  be  contested  before  the  returning  officer. 

The  improper  admission  or  rejection  of  a  person  as  a  burgess 
may  indeed,  in  the  first  instance,  result  from  the  mistake  or 
misconduct  of  the  person  appointed  to  ])re]iare  and  to  revise  the 
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l)ui;i>ess  list,  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  provision  of  the 
]\Iunicipal  Corporation  Act.  But  such  mistake  or  misconduct 
\vould  not  preclude  any  person  duly  qualified  from  asserting  and 
obtaining  admission,  or  prevent  any  unqualified  person  from  being 
excluded,  by  proceedings  instituted  for  that  purpose  in  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench.   .    .   . 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  This  case,  which  in  form  is  an  action  [97] 
by  one  of  the  six  coroners  for  the  county  palatine  of 
Lancaster  against  the  defendant,  for  a  disturbance  in  the  plaintiff's 
ottice  of  coroner  of  the  county,  in  substance  involves  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  charter  of  incorporation  granted  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  Manchester. 

And  the  objections  which  have  been  taken  against  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below,  which  was  in  favour  of  the  defendant  in  the 
original  action,  may  be  classed  under  three  distinct  heads  :  1st, 
an  objection  against  the  direction  given  by  the  learned  Judge  to 
the  jury  at  the  trial  of  the  cause;  2ndly,  objections  against  the 
validity  of  the  charter  itself ;  ordly,  against  the  pleading  of  the 
defendant's  title  to  the  office  of  coroner  of  the  borough ;  and  I 
shall  proceed  to  state  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed  on  these 
several  points  in  their  order,  u])on  the  best  consideration  I  can 
In-ing  to  this  difficult  and  doubtful   case. 

The  first  objection  rests  upon  the  consideration,  that  in  order  to 
enable  the  Queen  to  grant  a  valid  cluirter  of  incorporation  under 
the  statute  1  Yict.  c.  78,  s.  49,  tliere  must  be  a  petition  of  the 
inhabitant  householders  of  the  town  or  borough  for  that  purpose; 
and  that  the  fact  of  such  petition  being  or  not  being  presented, 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  upon  the  issue  raised  on  the  record ; 
and  the  objection  taken  is,  that  the  learned  Judge  did  not  permit 
that  question  to  be  decided  by  the  jury,  but  in  effect  determined 
it  himself  as  a  matter  of  law. 

But  whilst  I  agree  entirely  in  the  proposition,  that  the  present- 
ing of  a  petition  in  the  manner  pointed  out  in  the  Act,  by 
the  inhabitant  householders  of  the  town  or  borough, 
*  is  made  by  the  Act  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  exercise  [*  98] 
of  the  power  given  thereby  to  her  Majesty ;  which  is  not 
merely  a  power  to  grant  to  inhabitants  a  charter  of  incorporation, 
for  the  common-law  prerogative  was  quite  sufficient  for  that 
purpose ;  but  a  statutory  authority  to  extend  to  the  inhabitants, 
when  incorporated,  all  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  Act  for 
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the  regulation  of  municipal  corporations,  the  creation  of  some  of 
which  would  not  fall  within  the  comjiass  of  the  common-law 
prerogative;  and  whilst  I  agree  also,  that  the  (juestion  whether 
such  petition  was  presented  in  the  manner  required  by  the  Act,  is 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
concluded  by  the  determination  of  the  Privy  Council,  or  by  their 
recommendation  to  the  Crown  that  the  charter  should  be  granted; 
it  appears  to  me  that  such  question  of  fact  w^as  virtually  submitted 
to  the  jury  on  the  present  occasion ;  or  if  it  was  not,  that  the 
exceptions  tendered  to  the  learned  Judge  are  not  sufficiently 
definite  and  precise  to  raise  the  intended  objection. 

The  plaintiti'  in  his  replication  denies  that  the  inhabitant 
householders  (jf  the  borough  of  Manchester  did  petition  the  Queen 
to  grant  to  them  a  charter  of  incori)oration  ;  on  which  denial, 
issue  is  joined.  The  evidence  laid  before  the  jury  was,  that  at  a 
meeting  of  the  rate-payers  called  together  Ijy  public  notice,  con- 
sisting of  1000  persons,  a  petition  to  her  Majesty  was  resolved 
upon  by  the  majority  there  present,  which  was  afterwards  signed 
by  4000  inhabitant  householders  ;  and  that  after  this  petition  had 
been  presented  to  her  Majesty,  and  before  the  day  for  taking  the 
same  into  consideration,  6000  of  the  inhabitant  householders  had 
petitioned  her  Majesty  not  to  grant  the  charter;  it  being  also 
admitted  that  the  aggregate  number  of  inhabitant  householders 
who  were  entitled  to  express  their  opinion,  if  they  had  thought 
proper,  was  48,000.  Under  these  circumstances,  did  the  inhabi- 
tant householders  petition  or  not,  was  the  question  ? 
[*  90]  and  the  learned  Judge,  on  *  being  appealed  to,  stated  his 
opinion  to  be,  that  notwithstanding  the  second  petition, 
her  Majesty  had  authority  and  power,  on  the  allowance  of  her 
Privy  Council,  to  grant  the  charter  as  on  the  first  petition. 
Now  tliis  opinion  cannot,  as  it  apipears  to  me,  be  held  to  be  a 
'  misstatement  of  the  law,  unless  it  can  be  laid  down  as  an 
abstract  i)roposition,  that  after  a  petition  has  been  resolved  upon 
at  a  public  meeting  properly  convened,  by  a  majority  there 
present,  its  whole  force  and  efficacy  is  to  be  neutralized  and 
destroyed  by  a  counter  petition,  subsequently  signed  by  a  larger 
nun.ber  than  those  who  signed  the  first,  but  not  constituting  the 
actual  majority  of  the  aggregate  number  of  inhabitant  house- 
holders. No  authority  is  cited  for  this,  as  an  abstract  proposition 
of  law,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  not  sustainable  on  any  reasonable 
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ground.  The  Hrst  meeting,  having  been  convened  together  by 
})ublic  notice,  may  fairly  be  treated  as  a  meeting  representing  the 
inhabitant  householders,  at  which  all  were  present  to  express 
their  opinion,  and  those  who  absented  themselves  from  such 
meeting  may  not  unreasonably  be  considered  as  consenting  to  be 
bound  by  the  maioritv  of  those  who  attended.  The  struiiule  of 
opinion,  whether  a  petition  should  be  presented  or  not,  would 
appear  to  be  justly  decided  by  the  issue  of  the  first  meeting,  at 
which  meeting,  if  it  had  been  thought  desirable  for  convenience, 
or  greater  certainty,  an  adjournment  might  have  been  made  and  a 
poll  taken,  at  which  the  absentees  might  record  their  opinion, 
upon  the  general  principles  which  govern  the  proceedings  in 
popular  assemblies.  Such  expedient,  however,  was  not  resorted 
to ;  the  meeting  closed  with  a  petition  ;  and  I  know  of  no  rule  of 
law  ]»y  which  a  subsequent  petition  by  any  number,  short  of  the 
majority  of  the  whole  number  of  the  inhabitant  householders, 
must  be  held  necessarily  to  destroy  the  efhcacy  of  the  first.  When 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  second  or  subsequent 
petitions  were  carried,  are  left,  as  on  this  occasion,  *  a  [*  100] 
complete  blank  upon  the  evidence,  it  would  be  both  incon- 
venient and  dangerous  to  draw  such  an  inference,  as  a  necessary 
legal  conclusion.  It  is  not  merely  from  the  majority  in  point  of 
number  between  those  who  sign  the  petition  for  the  charter,  and 
those  who  sign  the  counter  petition  against  it,  that  the  opinion  of 
the  actual  majority  of  the  inhabitants  can  be  safely  inferred. 
We  must  take  into  account  the  relative  publicity  of  the  meetings 
at  which  the  respective  petitions  were  resolved  upon,  and  the 
circumstances  attendingf  the  signature  of  each.  It  therefore 
appears  to  me,  in  point  of  law,  that  the  second  petition  did  not 
of  itself  necessarily  take  away  her  Majesty's  authority  and  power 
to  attend  to  the  recommendation  of  the  first  petition,  which  is 
substantially  the  ojjinion  expressed  by  the  learned  Judge ;  and  if 
he  did  not  lay  down  the  law  incorrectly,  the  exception  to  such 
direction,  which  can  only  apply  itself  to  the  law  delivered  by  the 
.Tudge,  falls  to  the  ground.  Whether  her  ]Majesty  was  authorized 
or  n(jt,  under  the  circumstances  given  in  evidence,  to  grant  the 
charter,  appears  to  me  not  to  be  a  question  of  law,  but  a  question 
of  fact  to  be  decided  by  the  jury,  and  that  their  decision  should 
be  governed  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause  of  the  origination  of  the 
two  conflicting  petitions,  and  the  circumstances  attending  their 
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completion.  And  the  exception  in  the  case  does  not  insist  that 
the  Judge  refused  or  declined  to  leave  that  fact  to  the  jury  ; 
indeed,  the  oi)inion  which  he  gave  does  not  necessarily  take  it 
from  them  ;  hut  the  exception  is,  that  he  ought  to  have  told  the 
jury,  that,  after  tlie  second  petition  had  been  presented,  her 
^lajesty  had  no  authority  or  power  to  grant  tlie  charter,  which 
direction,  if  it  had  been  given,  I  do  ai)prehend,  for  the  reasons 
before  advanced,  would  not  have  been  consistent  with  tlie  proper 
exposition  of  the  law,  Ijut  would  have  been  directly  the  reverse. 
The  second  class  of  objections  which  have  been  urged  against 

the    validity    of    the    charter,    apply    themselves    to    the 
[*101]  *  shape  and  frame  of  the  charter  itself;  and  do  in  effect 

resolve  themselves  into  these:  1st,  that  it  appears  the 
charter  is  not  granted  to  the  same  jjersons  who  were  the  peti- 
tioners ;  2nd]y,  that  the  charter  contains  various  jtvovisions,  whicli 
are  neither  consistent  with  those  directed  by  the  Legislature,  nur 
with  the  common-law  ])rerogative  of  the  Crown.  With  respect  to 
these  objections,  it  shouhl  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  it 
is  obvious,  from  the  consideration  of  the  statute  itself,  that  the 
Legislature  intended  to  prcjvide  for  the  case  where  new  corpora- 
tions might  be  brought  int<j  existence  after  the  passing  of  the  Act ; 
in  which  case  the  intention  was,  that  if  her  Majesty  tliought 
pr(»per,  the  several  provisions  of  the  Munici])al  Corporation  Act 
might  be  extended  to  such  new  corporaticms.  It  is  further  to  Ite 
premised,  that  the  machinery  l)y  wliich  those  ])rovisions  were 
carried  into  effect,  in  the  case  of  the  ancient  boroughs  enumerated 
in  the  schedule  of  the  Act,  had  become  inoperative  and  inaj)})!!- 
cable  from  lapse  of  time.  And  lastly,  that  all  the  common-law 
rights  of  the  Crown,  witli  resjiect  to  granting  of  the  francliise  of  a 
corporation,  still  remained  in  full  force,  and  unim])aired  liy  the 
Act.  Bearing  these  principles  in  mind,  in  passing  our  judgment 
on  the  steps  which  have  been  actually  pursued  in  the  granting  of 
the  present  charter,  the  Courts  of  law  must  never  lose  siglit  of  tlie 
object  which  the  Legislature  had  in  view,  and  are  bound  to  see 
that  such  object  shall  be  carried  into  effect,  unless  it  appears  that, 
1)3'  the  means  which  have  been  enij^loyed,  some  legal  or  constitu- 
tional ])rinciple  is  violated.  If  any  step  has  l)een  taken,  which 
necessarily  involves  in  it  the  lireach  of  any  legal  ])rinci})le, 
undoubtedly  the  charter  must  be  lield  to  be  void ;  but  if  the 
means  ado])ted,  although  not  those  wliich  are  pointed  out  by  the 
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suitute,  nor  indeed  .such  as  most  closely  follow  it,  yet  involve 
only  a  (question  of  more  or  less  convenience,  and  not  the  opposi- 
tion of  any  legal  principle,  the  charter,  as  granted,  ought 
to  l)e  supported.  For  we  must  never  forget  *the  rule  laid  [*  102] 
down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  if  the  king's  charters  will  bear 
a  double  construction,  one  which  will  carry  the  grant  into  eli'ect, 
the  other  which  will  make  it  inoperative,  the  former  is  to  be 
adopted. 

Now  the  first  objection  raised  upon  the  face  of  the  charter  itself 
is  this,  that  the  petition  for  the  charter  was  by  the  inhabitant 
houselnjlders  of  the  borou<>h  of  Manchester  at  larije,  but  that  the 
charter  is  not  granted  to  such  petitioners,  that  is,  the  inhabitant 
householders  of  the  nine  townships  whereof  that  borough  consists, 
but  to  the  inhabitant  householders  of  six  of  the  townships  only 
comprised  within  the  limits  of  that  borough.  I  have  felt,  for 
some  time,  great  doubt  upon  this  point;  but  upon  the  whole,  I 
have  satisfied  myself  that  the  sound  construction  of  the  words  in 
the  49th  section  of  the  stat.  1  \'ict.  c.  78  (which  are  the  same 
with  those  in  the  141st  section  of  the  statute  5  &  6  Will.  IV. 
c.  76),  is,  that  the  Crown  has  the  power  to  incorporate  the  inhabi- 
tant householders  of  such  district  of  the  borough  which  petitions 
for  the  charter,  to  which  district  the  provisions  of  the  former  Act 
are  by  the  charter  directed  to  extend ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  it 
was  meant  by  the  Legislature  that  the  limits  of  the  newly  created 
corporation,  and  the  limits  to  which  the  powers  of  the  statute 
should  be  extended,  should  be  identically  the  same.  For  it 
would  introduce  great  dithculty,  if  not  inconsistency,  in  the 
working  of  the  charter,  if  the  charter  of  incorporation  included 
the  nine  townships,  and  the  powers  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act  were  extended  to  six  only ;  upon  that  construction,  the 
inliabitants  of  the  three  excluded  townships  would  be  corporators 
under  the  charter,  but  never  could  become  burgesses  on  the  list. 
Such  sense,  therefore,  must  be-  put  upon  the  words  in  the  statute 
as  will  carry  its  object  into  effect,  which  object  was,  that  newly 
created  boroughs  might,  if  the  Crown  saw  fit,  be  in  the  same 
position,  as  nearly  as  circumstances  would  allow,  as  the  boroughs 
named  in  the  schedule ;  and  no  other  construction 
*  can  attain  that  object,  unless  it  be  considered  that  the  [*  103] 
Crown  might  limit  the  grant  of  incorporation  to  the 
inhabitants  within  the  same  district  to  which  the  extending  of 
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the  powers  of  the  act  is  directed  to  reach.  Tliis  is  no  more  than 
an  exercise  of  a  coiiinion-hnv  power  in  the  Crown  to  y,rant  the 
corporate  franchise  to  any  part  of  a  district,  the  inlial)itants  of 
the  whole  whereof  liad  joined  in  their  petition,  leaving  the 
grantees  to  accept  the  charter  or  not,  wlien  granted,  at  their 
discretion. 

The  second  ohjection  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  charter  is, 
that  the  new  borough  has  been  divided  into  wards,  not  under  the 
authority  or  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  former  Act,  but 
under  the  autliority  of  the  Crown  itself,  from  whom  the  charter 
emanated.  But  to  this  it  appears  to  me  a  sufficient  answer,  that 
the  division  by  the  revising  barristers,  which,  under  that  Act, 
was  to  be  completed  by  the  9th  of  November,  1835,  was  inca})al)le 
of  a})plication  to  the  present  charter,  which  was  not  granted  till 
the  year  1838;  and  as  the  Crown  at  common  law  might  undoulit- 
edly  divide  the  borough  into  such  wards  as  it  thought  fit,  this 
division  by  the  Crown  did  of  necessity  come  into  operation,  and 
supply  the  place  of  the  division  by  the  revising  l)arristers,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  power  given  by  the  Act  from  becoming 
altogether  dead  and  inoperative. 

The  third  and  fourth  objections  are  urged  against  the  formation 
of  the  burgess  list;  it  being  alleged  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
authority  given  to  David  Price  to  make  out  a  burgess  list  is 
illegal,  being  a  delegation  of  the  authority  of  the  Crown  to  make 
a  corporation,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  pointed 
out  in  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  (s.  20,)  which  ought  to 
have  been  as  closely  followed  as  practicable.  On  which  ol)jec- 
tions  it  is  admitted,  that  the  precise  powers  chalked  out  l)y  the 
Act  could  not  be  pursued  to  the  letter.  There  were  no  means  of 
compelling  the  overseers  to  return  lists  —  no  power  of 
[*  104]  defraying  their  expenses  —  no  revising  barrister  *  could 
be  called  for  —  his  power  to  revise  the  lists  being  con- 
fined to  the  lists  of  the  year  1835.  It  is  further  incontestable, 
that  at  common  law  the  Crown  might  have  nominated  the  burgesses 
in  the  charter  itself.  And  taking  into  consideration  these  two 
admitted  princijdes,  I  cannot  perceive  the  illegality  of  the  step 
that  lias  been  taken.  This  is  not  a  general  power  given  by  the 
Crown,  enabling  David  Price  to  place  upon  the  roll  or  to  reject 
whomsoever  he  thought  fit  arbitrarily ;  it  is  a  ministerial  power 
only,  "  on  or  before  the  29th  of  October,  to  malfe  out  an  alpha- 
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l)etica,l  list  of  all  inhabitant  householders  witliin  the  boronch, 
who  possess  the  qualification  required  by  the  Act;"  and  further 
"  to  make  out  a  list  of  claimants  and  objections,"  which  list  is 
afterwards  to  be  revised  by  Mr.  Paish ton  before  the  28th  of 
ISTovember.  Some  plan  or  scheme  must  be  devised  to  carry  the 
intention  of  the  Act  into  effect  as  to  newly  created  corporations, 
where  the  provisions  therein  given,  as  to  the  old  corporations, 
ceased  to  be  applicable  from  lapse  of  time.  And  I  cannot  see 
that  tliere  is  anything  illegal  in  this  substitution;  inconvenience 
there  may  certainly  be,  but  such  as,  being  amendable  on  the  5th 
of  September  in  the  following  year,  is  not  of  a  permanent  nature. 
And  the  short  answer  to  these  particular  ol)jections  appears  to  me 
to  1>e,  that  this  is  not,  as  it  is  alleged,  a  delegation  of  authority 
from  the  Crown  to  make  a  corporation,  for  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders were  already  incorporated  by  the  Queen ;  but  that  the 
making  up  an  alphal)etical  list  of  burgesses  is  merely  a  ministerial 
act  for  the  sake  of  convenience. 

And  as  to  tlie  objection,  that  the  directions  given  to  Mr.  Price 
required  him  to  insert  those  only  "  who  were  inhabitant  house- 
holders within  the  said  borough,  who  shall  possess  the  qualifica- 
tions required  by  the  said  Act,"  whereas  by  the  9th  section  of  the 
Act,  not  only  the  inhaliitant  householders,  but  every  one  "  who 
occupied  any  house  or  shop  within  the  borough,  and  was 
at  the  time  an*  inhabitant  householder  within  seven  miles  [*  105] 
of  the  said  borough,"  had  the  right  to  be  put  upon  the 
])urgess  roll ;  it  must  be  observed,  that  any  person  possessing  that 
(pialification,  if  he  was  refused  to  be  put  upon  the  list  by  Mr.  Price, 
would  have  entered  his  claim,  and  such  claim  would  have  been 
revised  by  Mr.  Rushton ;  and  at  the  last  the  utmost  inconvenience 
would  have  been  the  remaining  without  his  franchise  until  the 
5th  of  September  following,  when  the  whole  difficulty  would  have 
been  set  right  by  the  new  lists  made  out  by  the  revision  of  the 
mayor.  And  the  question  at  last  is,  whether  the  charter  is  to  be 
lield  a  void  charter,  on  account  of  this  defect  in  the  directions  for 
making  out  the  first  burgess  list?  I  cannot  think,  upon  legal 
principles,   this  consequence  does,   or  ought  to  follow. 

[He  concurred  in  overruling  the  objections  upon  the  question 
of  pleading  and  concluded  :  —  ] 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think,  although  I  admit      [106] 
the  case  to  be  involved  in  difficulty,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
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not  entitled  to  recover,  and  therefore  that  the  judgment  which 
has  been  given  for  the  defendant  in  the  Court  below,  must  be 
atiirmed. 

Lord  Dexmax,  C.   J.  :  — 

The  first  leading  point  is,  whether  the  direction  of  the  learned 
Judge  is  accurate. 

[His  Lordship  stated  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings,  the 
proceedings  at  the  trial,  and  the  exception  to  the  Judge's  ruling, 

and  continued  :  —  ] 
[108]  The  argument  here  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is  this :  "  The  learned  Judge  took  upon  himself  to 
tell  the  jury,  as  his  opinion  in  point  of  law,  that  the  petition  of 
the  4000  who  signed  it  after  the  public  meeting,  was  such  a  one 
as  to  give  the  Crown  authority  to  grant  the  charter,  whereas  it 
gave  no  such  authority ;  for  the  charter  ought  to  be  granted  to  the 
inhabitants  on  a  petition  from  the  inhabitant  householders,  and 
has  been  granted  without  such  petition.  Certain  householders 
indeed  call  a  vestry,  but  of  what  description  of  persons  ?  A  third 
description,  who  may  possibly  be  neither  inhabitants  nor 
[*  109]  house-holders;  *  they  had  no  powijr  to  bind  even  the 
minority,  much  less  the  al)sent  and  immense  majority; 
nor  do  they  profess  to  bind  them,  merely  determining  that  a 
petition  shall  be  presented  after  being  prepared  by  a  committee ; 
when  so  prepared,  it  is  the  petition,  not  of  the  meeting,  but  of 
those  who  signed  it,  in  number  4000,  or  one-twelfth  of  all  whom 
the  Act  recognises  as  qualified  to  petition  for  this  object.  That 
the  petition  of  6000  inhabitant  householders  against  granting  the 
charter,  though  subsequent,  not  appearing  to  have  been  obtained 
through  any  fraud  or  contrivance  (indeed  the  date,  as  well  as  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  adopted,  was  left  in  obscurity), 
was  stronger  evidence  that  the  inhabitant  householders  were 
averse  to  the  charter,  than  the  petition  of  the  4000  that  they 
desired  one  :  and  that  if  a  mere  balance  of  numbers,  denuded  of 
all  circumstances,  authorized  the  Judge  to  direct  the  jury  in 
point  of  law  at  all,  it  could  only  warrant  him  in  telling  them  the 
very  contrary  of  what  he  laid  down. " 

The  answer  given  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the  Privy  Council 
has  already  decided  this  question,  being  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  for  that  purpose  (as  appears  by  the  provision  for 
l)ublisliing  notice  of  all  such  petitions  a  month  before  they  are 
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taken  into  consideration),  and  impliedly  giving  judgment  that 
the  inhabitant  householders  {i.  e.,  a  majority  of  them)  had  peti- 
tioned, by  advising  her  Majesty  to  grant  the  charter  prayed;  but 
that,  if  the  fact  were  still  open  to  inquiry,  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  verdict.  For  it  was  denied  that  the  learned 
Judge  had  laid  down  the  law  upon  the  point,  or  that  the  evidence 
appearing  could  be  assumed  as  the  whole  evidence  on  the  trial ; 
and  the  jury  being  thereby  satisfied  that  the  petition  of  the  4000 
had  truly  expressed  the  sense  of  the  inhabitants,  his  decision  was 
confined  to  instructing  them  that  the  dissent  even  of  a  larger 
number  could  not  undo  what  they  had  effectually  done. 
In  reply,  *  the  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  no  judi-  [*  110] 
cial  power  whatever  is  conferred  on  the  Privy  Council  in 
this  respect;  that  that  body  is  only  required  to  advise  on  the 
expediency  of  granting  a  charter ;  and  though  they  would  not 
recommend  unless  they  were  well  convinced  that  a  majority  in 
fact  desired  the  charter  (for  which  reason,  and  to  prevent  unfair 
practices,  the  month's  notice  might  reasonably  be  required),  yet 
no  judicial  power  to  ascertain  the  fact  can  be  discovered  in  the 
act  of  Parliament,  or  created  merely  by  implication.  It  was  in 
addition  observed,  that  the  defendant  himself,  acting  on  the  best 
and  highest  opinions  on  the  law,  had  taken  issue,  not  on  the 
decision  of  the  Privy  Council,  but  on  the  foot  of  the  petition 
proceeding  from  the  inhabitant  householders,  while  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  petition  of  the  6.000  was  even  considered  by  the 
council,  or  that  the  Crown  had  been  advised  to  bring  it  under 
their  notice.  I  must  confess,  that  to  me  the  plaintiff's  argument  on 
this  point  appears  well  founded,  and  that  I  see  nothing  in  the  case 
that  can  make  the  mere  fact  of  a  charter  being  granted  an  estoppel 
against  the  plaintiff's  controverting  any  fact  essential  to  its  validity. 
The  other  answer  to  this  exception  required  us  to  consider  the 
meaning  to  be  ascribed  to  the  learned  Judge's  direction,  w^hich 
I  have  just  now  read.  Does  it  import  that  the  jury  had  formed, 
or  were  required  to  form,  a  judgment  wiiether  the  earlier  petition 
was,  on  a  fair  review  of  all  that  passed,  the  petition  of  the 
inhabitants ;  and  that,  if  they  thought  so,  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ing could  not  affect  it  ?  or  must  we  understand  that  the  direction 
was  given  upon  the  fact  proved  with  respect  to  the  two  petitions  ? 
I  cannot  say  that  I  have  yet  divested  myself  of  serious  doubt  on 
this  point,  or  that  I  feel  by  any  means  satisfied  that  the  jury  must 


228  CORPORATION.  —  PART  I. 


No.  1.  —  Rutter  v.  Chapman,  8  M.  &/  W.  110-112. 


not  have  supposed  themselves  to  be  directed  in  point  of  law,  to 
come  to  their  conclusion.      This  would  appear  to  be  wrong;  for 

though  the  proceedings  at  Manchester  might  have  been 
[^^111]    such  as  to  give  conclusive  validity  to  the  *i)ctition  of  the 

smaller  number,  and  make  the  opposition  inoi)erative,  I, 
as  a  juryman,  should  rather  think  that  the  facts  established  by 
the  evidence  fail  to  make  out  such  a  state  of  things.  But  it  was 
denied  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  properly  pointed  at  this  discus- 
sion ;  and  upon  the  whole,  observing  the  object  with  which  the 
counter  petition  was  tendered,  and  the  language  of  the  exception, 
I  conclude  that  the  fair  meaning  of  the  direction  is  this :  Sup- 
posing the  petition  of  the  4000  to  have  given  power  to  grant  the 
charter,  that  of  the  6l)t5o  did  not  revoke  it;  while  the  defendant's 
counsel  contended  that  it  diil  revoke  it,  and  did  not  require  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  to  be  taken  on  the  fair  effect  of  the  whole 
evidence;  and  if  the  exception  had  assumed  this  form,  it  is  not 
impossible  that  the  case  would  have  Ijeen  so  submitted,  and  the 
verdict  might  have  corresponded  with  this  view. 

A  second  objection  taken  to  the  validity  of  the  first  petition 
strikes  me  as  ranging  rather  under  the  objections  to  tlie  charter 
itself,  which  are  now  to  be  considered.  It  does  not  profess  to 
incorporate  the  same  persons  who  petitioned  for  it,  or  are  empow- 
ered by  the  Act  to  petition.  Those  are,  the  inhabitant  house- 
holders of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  consisting  as  it  appears 
of  nine  townships,  while  the  charter  is  granted  to  the  inhabitants 
of  six  only  of  those  townships.  Thus  it  may  happen  that  every 
inhabitant  householder  who  sets  his  name  to  a  petition  for  a 
charter,  may  be  excluded  from  its  benefit  when  granted ;  and  that 
the  minority  who  ol)jected  may  all  have  come  exclusively  from 
that  parcel  of  the  district  to  which  it  is  granted.  But  we  cannot 
suppose  the  Crown  to  grant,  or  the  Privy  Council  to  recommend 
a  grant,  which  would  produce  these  great  incongruities;  nor  is  it 
likely  that  such  a  charter  would  be  accepted  l)y  the  inhabitants. 
The  proper  question  appears  to  me  to  be,  whether  the  authority  of  the 

Crown  is  properly  set  in  motion  by  the  petition  presented; 
[*  112]  and  I  think  it  is,  if  the  inhabitant  householders,  *  i.  e.,  a 
majority  of  them  in  the  borough  as  it  existed  at  the  time 
of  petitioning,  have  made  the  application  required  by  the  statute. 
Tlic  Crown  is  then  in  its  charter  to  set  out  the  boundaries  of  the 
]'V(!Jectpd  district,  a  power  which  cannot  be  exercised  without 
that  of  rtmitting  some  parts  from  the  incorporated  borough. 
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Several  objections  then  follow  to  the  charter  as  granted,  from 
the  difference  between  its  provisions  and  those  of  the  Act  of  the 
5  &  6  Will.  IV.  in  respect  of,  first,  the  days  of  election  ;  second, 
the  division  of  the  borough  into  wards;  third,  the  number  of 
councillors  to  be  returned  for  each  ward ;  fourth,  the  mode  of 
making  out  the  first  list,  which  is  confined  to  residents  within 
the  borough ;  fifth,  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Price  to  make  out 
lists,  instead  of  the  parish  officers ;  sixth,  that  of  Mr.  Eushton  to 
revise  them,  instead  of  a  barrister  appointed  by  the  senior  Judge 
of  assize ;  and  some  others  of  the  same  description. 

But  the  mere  variance  between  the  charter  and  the  Act  is  no 
sufficient  objection  to  the  former,  unless  the  Crown  is  deprived  of 
the  power  of  making  any  charters,  except  in  conformity  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act,  a  proposition  which  was 
asserted  as  admitting  of  a  doubt,  but  in  support  of  which  no 
reasons  were  addressed  to  us,  and  which  appears  to  us  wholly 
unfounded.  Such  variance  would  clearly  have  no  effect  on  a 
charter  good  at  common  law ;  but  a  serious  doubt  has  arisen, 
whether  this  charter  would  have  been  good  at  common  law, 
founded  on"  the  delegation  of  the  powers  of  the  Crown  to  indi- 
viduals named  in  the  charter. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  corporations  can  be  created  by 
the  Crown,  and  by  no  other  authority.  This  rule  is  as  ancient 
as  the  law  itself,  and  supported  by  numerous  authorities,  —  was 
acted  upon  by  all  the  Judges  in  Lord  Coke's  time,  in  the  great 
case  of  Sutton's  Hospital,  though  supposed  to  have  been 
materially  modified  by  their  *  decision.  There  the  [*113] 
charter  incorporating  the  founders  may  be  said  to  have 
been  left  in  blank  for  the  person  who  was  to  be  master  of  the 
intended  hospital,  and  was  to  be  named  by  Sir  T.  Sutton,  the 
founder,  who  had  granted  large  estates  for  the  erection  of 
the  school  and  hospital  of  the  Charter  House.  To  this  extent  the 
Crown's  substitution  of  another  for  itself,  in  nominating  one 
member  of  a  corporation,  was  held  good;  and  on  this  authority  it 
has  sometimes  been  said,  though  not  by  any  judicial  authority, 
that  another,  thus  empowered  by  the  Crown,  may  lawfully  create 
a  corporation.  This  doctrine  was  rested  on  Ramsey's  Case,  wliere 
the  charter  in  like  manner  incorporated  a  person,  under  the  title 
of  a  chaplain,  to  pray  for  the  founder's  soul ;  and  the  first  was 
not  named  by  the  Crown  in  the  charter,  but  was  to  be  appointed 
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by  the  founder.  If  these  two  cases  are  taken  as  establishing  the 
doctrine  of  a  right  generally  in  the  Crown  to  enable  a  private 
subject  to  make  a  corporation,  they  seem  to  be  quite  irreconcile- 
able  with  the  general  rule  above  mentioned.  But  can  they  be 
really  brought  within  the  same  principle  or  reason  of  the  law, 
which  applies  to  the  erection  of  municipal  bodies  ?  In  them  the 
Crown  gave  perpetuity  to  charitable  trusts  of  a  private  nature,  to 
which  the  pious  founders  devoted  their  own  funds,  and  which 
could  be  effected  by  the  constant  application  of  those  funds,  and 
in  no  other  manner.  In  the  case  of  Sir  T.  SutUm's  Hosjntal,  the 
heir-at-law  sought  to  retain  the  lands  given  under  a  private  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  some  bought  afterwards,  setting  aside  the  charter 
of  incorporation,  by  which  they  were  all  vested  in  the  governor 
of  the  Charter  House.  Ten  objections  were  made  by  him  to  the 
charter.  They  are  stated  by  Lord  Coke,  and  most  of  them  he 
characterized  as  unfit  to  have  appeared  at  the  bar,  and  not  worthy 
of  an  answer.  The  eighth,  however,  was  taken  to  the  nomination 
of  the  master  (who  was  to  be  a  governor,  i.  e.,  a  member  of  the 

new  body  corporate).  It  was  said  to  be  void  for  two 
[*  114]  reasons:  *  one,  that  he  was  nominated  at  will,  when  he 

ought  to  have  a  freehold :  also,  that  the  hospital  itself 
ought  to  have  been  actually  founded  when  the  nomination  was 
made.  In  answer  to  this  Lord  Coke  cites  Ramscij's  Case,  before 
mentioned,  and  states  the  objection  to  have  been  overruled,  "  for 
Sutton  had  liberty  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  and  when  he  is 
nominated,  he  is  master  by  force  of  the  letters  patent,  and  is  now 
as  if  he  had  been  named  in  the  letters  patent  themselves.  "  But 
allowing  this  to  the  fullest  extent,  in  reference  to  matters  of  such 
a  description,  can  they  be  drawn  into  precedents  for  charters  of  the 
great  importance  that  attaches  to  that  now  before  us,  by  which 
the  rights  of  the  Crown  itself  may  be  permanently  affected,  the 
representation  of  the  people  in  Parliament  involved,  and  the 
enjoyment  of  their  property  and  liberty  by  every  man  in  the  king- 
dom transferred  from  the  known  powers  of  the  constitution  to  a 
local  government  ? 

The  Crown  has,  in  fact,  in  this  instance  (if  by  law  it  may) 
deputed  to  Mr.  Price  the  making  of  the  list,  and  to  Mr.  Rushton 
its  final  settlement,  witliout  check  or  control,  and  the  list  which 
they  may  so  make  and  settle  is  the  material  out  of  which  the 
body  corporate  is  to  be  moulded.      Is  there  any  example  of  such  a 
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mode  of  creating  a  municipal  body  ?     Would  it  he  lawful  for  the 
Crown  to  declare  that  such  persons  as  A.   and  B.   might  select 
should  be  the  council,  or  to  create  as  aldermen  or  mayor  those 
who  should  thereafter  be   found  by  A.    and  B.   to  possess  some 
particular  (qualification  ?     This  is  very  different  from  the  Crown 
appointing  individuals  to  make  preliminary  inquiries,  and  acting 
through  responsible  advisers   on   information  thus  obtained.     It 
might  in  this  manner  nominate  any  one  of  the  constituent  parts, 
or   the  whole  body  corporate ;  but   if  it  should  merely  confirm 
beforehand  the  nomination  to  be  made,    thus  losing  all  control 
over  the  operation,  and  blindly  making  itself  an  instrument  in 
the  hands  of  another,  one  of  the  most  important  acts  of 
state,    and    most   *  nearly   touching   the   public    welfare,   [*  115] 
would  be  performed  without  any  responsibility,   or  any 
means  of  applying  a  remedy,   or  even  of  inflicting  punishment, 
however  ill,    through   corruption  or  negligence,    the  work   were 
done,  or  even  though  the  persons  clothed  with  these  great  powers 
should    decline  to  exercise  them  at  all.      No   mandamus   could 
compel  them  to  undertake  the  duty ;  and  I  should  have  thought, 
with  great  confidence,  but  for  the  opinion  which   I   have  heard 
this  day  expressed  by  two  of  my  learned  Brethren,  that  no  writ 
known   at  present  to  the  law  could  have    interfered  with   the 
exercise  of  their  powers,  whether  styled  discretionary,   ministe- 
rial, or  judicial,  by  these  voluntary  agents.      One  great  objection 
to   permitting  the  Crown  to  denude   itself  of  the   privilege  and 
trust  of  determining  by  whom  corporate  rights  are  to  be  enjoyed, 
is  the  impossibility  of  enabling  any  subject  to  ascertain,  by  legal 
means,    the    description    of    individuals    contemplated    by    the 
charter.     And  here  the  precautions  taken  by  the  Municipal  Act 
are  well  deserving   of  remark.      In  order  to  ensure   intelligence 
and  impartiality  in  the  selection,  the  necessary  duties  are  cast  on 
those  officers  to  whom  the  state  of  things  must  be  known,  and  on 
others  who  are  appointed  in  a  manner  likely  to  secure  those  quali- 
ties.     Under   the   superintendence  of   such    persons,    courts   are 
established,   with   power  to   compel   attendance    and   administer 
oaths  binding  in  law.     Mere  disobedience  of  the  Act  would  indeed 
alone  expose  offenders  to  punishment.     No  such  consequences  can 
belong  to  a  charter  from  the  Crown. 

I  cannot  escape  from  this  objection,  by  the  aid  of  an  argument 
which  has  occurred  to  some  of  my  Brethren,  which  is  certainly 
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very  ingenious,  and,  I  must  presvime,  just.  The  charter  is  said 
to  contain  good  incorporating  words  in  the  outset,  by  which  its 
leading  object  is  effected,  and  the  municipal  body  formed ;  and 
though  defective  means  are  afterwards  created  for  ascertaining 
who  are  entitled  to  be  the  members,  that  gift  must  stand, 
[*  116]  and  the  *  questionable  provisions  may  be  rejected.  But  I 
think  the  gift  is  not  to  the  inhabitants  at  large,  but  to 
such  persons  as  the  individuals  named  may  declare  to  be  entitled  ; 
the  description  of  them  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  incorporating 
clause  as  if  it  was  actually  there.  If  this  were  otherwise,  the 
persons  incorporated  might  be  found  altogether  different  from 
those  whose  names  would  occupy  the  lists  produced  by  the  com- 
bined operations  of  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Eushton.  On  the  whole, 
I  am  bound  to  say  that  this  objection  appears  to  me  to  be  fatal  to 
the  charter. 

The  community  is,  indeed,  free  to  accept  or  reject  the  proffered 
charter,  and  the  acceptance  of  this  charter  is  found  as  a  fact.  It 
is,  however,  clear  that  the  acceptance,  however  complete,  merely 
concludes  the  bargain  witli  the  Crown,  and  cannot  remove  any 
defects  inherent  in  it,  which  render  it  invalid  as  a  legal  instru- 
ment. Indeed,  no  question  on  the  legal  validity  of  a  charter 
could  ever  arise,   unless  it  were  in  fact  accepted. 

This  is  altogether  a  different  matter  from  cases  in  which  the 
Crown  has  incorporated  the  inhabitants  of  a  town,  and  given 
them  the  power  to  elect  their  officers;  for  the  body  corporate, 
being  once  formed,  can,  by  tlie  common  law,  do  all  the  acts 
necessary  for  the  performance  of  its  corporate  functions.  But, 
under  the  present  charter,  the  formation  of  the  body  corporate  is 
not  the  act  of  the  Crown,  but  of  some  one  whom  the  ministers  of 
the  Ci'own  have  selected.  The  extreme  facility  of  abuse  would  be 
an  argument  of  no  small  weight  against  the  legality  of  this  pro- 
ceeding. The  total  walit  of  an  analogous  precedent  strikes  me  as 
another.  Many  of  the  objections  raised  and  enumerated  in  the 
earlier  i)art  of  what  I  have  said,  would  probably  be  removed  by. 
considering  that  the  charter  does  not  profess  to  follow  the  statute, 
and  may  be  good  by  common  law ;  but  on  this  point  of  delegation, 
according  to  my  views,  the  common  law  itself  creates  insurmount- 
able difficulty. 

Another  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  charter  arises 
[*  1 1 7]  *  from  comparing  the  description   of  burgesses  which   it 
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contains,  and  which  is  also  to  be  named  under  it  by  Mr.  Price, 
with  that  of  the  same  class  as  given  in  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act,  sec.  9 ;  the  former  being  confined  to  the  inhabi- 
tant householders,  the  latter  extending  to  all  persons  occupying 
rated  tenements,  who  may  reside  within  seven  miles  of  the 
borough.  I  am  disposed  to  think  tha*^  this  objection  ranges  itself 
with  those  already  stated  to  the  particular  contents  of  the  charter, 
and  that  if  it  can  be  supported  as  valid  by  the  common  law,  the 
corporation,  being  once  formed,  even  though  imperfectly,  before 
the  first  set  of  elections,  might  be  susceptible,  in  all  succeeding 
years,  of  that  constitution  which  the  Municipal  Act  provides  for 
corporations  in  general. 

On  the  last  objection,  that  the  facts  necessary  to  enable  the 
town  council  to  appoint  a  coroner  are  not  properly  set  forth  in  the 
replication,  I  agree  with  the  opinion  already  expressed  by  all 
the  other  Judges. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  have  to  state  my  opinion,  that  the  charter  is 
invalid  in  law,  for  the  reasons  already  assigned;  but  as  a  majority 
of  the  Judges  differ  on  this  point,  and  think  that  there  is  no 
error,  either  upon  the  record  or  in  the  learned  Judge's  direction 
to  the  jury,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  must  be 
affirmed.  Judgment  affirmed. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

According  to  the  authority  from  which  corporations  derive  their  ex- 
istence, they  may  be  divided  under  four  heads.  These  are  given  in 
the  case  of  the  Charterhouse,  a  case  relating  to  a  charity  partly  edu- 
cational and  partly  eleemosynary,  reported  under  the  name  of  the  Cane 
of  Sutton's  Hospital  (1613),  10  Co.  Eep.  29  h.  The  judgments  in  this 
case  class  corporations,  considered  from  this  point  of  view,  as  (1)  Cor- 
porations at  common  law,  of  which  an  example  is  afforded  by  the 
Sovereign;  (2)  C<n'porations  created  by  statute,  which  are  represented 
by  railway  companies;  (3)  Corporations  by  charter;  and  (4)  Corpora^ 
tions  by  prescription,  of  which  the  city  of  London  is  an  example. 

The  validity  of  the  constitution  of  many  corporations  was  considered 
by  the  Courts  in  the  reign  of  Edward  YI.  by  reason  of  the  claim  of  the 
Crown  under  the  Statute  1  Ed.  VI.  c.  14.  to  certain  colleges  or  religious 
houses  mentioned  in  that  Act.  The  Eectory  or  College  of  Graystock, 
which  had  been  founded  by  Pope  Urban,  at  the  request  of  Ralph,  Lord 
Graystock,  the  ancestor  of  Lord  Dacres,  was  claimed  under  tlie  stat- 
ute; but  the  claim  disallowed  on  the  ground   chiefly  that  it  had  not 
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a  lawful  commencement,  not  being  constituted  by  the  King  himself. 
Rex  V.  Lord  Dacres,  4  Co.  Rep.  107  b.  The  report  in  Dyer,  however 
(Dyer,  81.  i)l.  64),  gives  additional  reasons  for  the  judgment.  Some 
charters  have  been  granted  following  on  a  public  Act  of  Parliament,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  England,  or  of  a  private  Act,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  Charterhouse.  See  the  record,  10  Co.  Rep.  1.  This  has  generally 
been  done  where  extraordinary  powers  or  privileges  are  conferred. 
Thus  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18,  under  which  the  charter  of  the  London  Assurance 
Company  was  granted,  provided  by  s.  12,  that  during  tlie  existence  of 
the  corporations  authorized  by  that  Act  no  other  society  should  be 
allowed  to  assure  .ships,  or  lend  money  on  bottomry.  See  Elve  v.  Boi/- 
tun  (C.  A.  1891),  1891,  1  Ch.  501,  00  L.  J.  Ch.  383,  64  L.  T.  482. 
Sometimes  recourse  has  been  had  to  the  Legislature  to  confirm  the  pow- 
ers of  a  Crown  charter,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Royal  College  of  Physicians 
in  England.     See  Gi-oenoelt  v.  BusiveU  (1699),  1  Ld.  Raym.  454. 

It  has  been  broadly  asserted  by  Viner,  that  "none  but  the  King 
may  make  a  corporation,"  2  Vin.  Ab.  tit.  Corporation,  B.  pi.  1;  and  to 
the  same  effect  is  the  passage.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Franchises,  F.  5,  pi.  4. 
There  are,  however,  cases  in  wliicli  a  subject  wlio  has  possessed  jura 
re<j<dia  has  validly  incorporated  individuals.  Examples  will  be  found 
in  Grant  on  Corporations.  Tliis  right  seems  to  have  been  exercised  in 
and  near  the  Marches,  as  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham.  See  Goodijear  v. 
Shaw  (1651),  Styles,  298;  by  the  De  Clares  in  Hereford  and  Glouces- 
ter; see  The  Bailiff,  &r.  of  Teivkesbur//  v.  Brlcknell  (1809),  No.  3, 
p.  260,  jwst  (2  Taunt.  120,  11  R.  R.  537).  Again,  in  Brooke's  Abridg- 
ment we  find  the  following  extract  from  the  Year  Book :  Finem,  Chief 
Justice:  "There  are  diverse  cori>orations,  some  by  tlie  King  alone  as 
Dean  and  Chapter,  mayor  and  commonalty;  and  some  hy  tlie  Pope,  as 
mendicant  friars  who  cannot  purchase  [lands],  and  some  by  both, 
as  abbot  and  convent;  and  some  by  the  common  law,  as  the  Parliament, 
which  consists  of  King,  Lords,  and  Commons."  This  was  in  14 
Henry  VIII.  After  the  Reformation  tlie  right  of  the  Pope  is  disputed 
altogether,  as  in  Lord  Dacres'  case,  4  Co.  Rep.  107  b.  Dyer,  81,  pi.  64. 
The  editor  of  the  fifth  edition  of  Comyns'  Digest  points  out  in  the 
notes  that  the  chancellor  of  the  University  of  Oxford  has  erected  ma- 
triculated companies  of  tradesmen.  It  must  be  remembered,  however, 
that  the  privileges  of  this  university  have  been  confirmed  by  statute, 
and  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  satisfactory  instance  of  delegation  of  royal 
authority.  The  jura  reffalia  exercised  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham  are 
now  transferred  to  the  Crown  by  Statute  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  19,  and  21 
&  22  Vict.  c.  45. 

Tin;  grant  of  a  new  charter  does  not  necessarily  abrogate  the  rights 
and  i)rivileges  conferred  by  a  former  charter  or  enjoyed  by  prescription. 
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Com.  Dig.  Franchises,  F.  9,  pi.  8,  citing  Haddock's  case  (1682),  T. 
Kayni.  435,  1  Vent.  355.  A  new  cliarter  may  be  set  np  by  a  corpora- 
tion either  as  a  grant  or  confirniati(jn.  Bex  &  Re(j.  v.  Lancood  (1C94), 
1  Lord  Rayni.  29,  32,  7>e/'  Hult,  C.  J.,  and  G.  Eyke,  J.  Where  the 
new  prerogative  charter  confers  a  new  name  on  a  corporation,  the  sec- 
ond name  is  their  proper  designation,  but  their  rights  of  property  are 
not  affected  by  tlie  change  of  name.  2  D'Anvers,  Ab.  tit.  Corpora- 
tion, E.  pi.  3.  So,  too,  a  corporation  may  be  incorporated  by  one 
name,  and  power  may  be  given  to  them  to  sue  and  purchase  lands  by 
another  name.  Ab.  pi.  4,  citing  College  of  Phi/sic laus  v.  Butler,  1  W. 
Jones,  261,  262.  A  corporation  may  have  two  names.  Bro.  Ab.  Cor- 
porations, pi.  10.  In  the  case  there  referred  to  the  prior  of  the  hos- 
pital of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem  (by  the  name  of  "prior  hospitii  Sancti 
Johannis  Jerusalem  in  Anglia  "')  had  sued  out  an  elegit  in  an  action 
by  writ  of  waste.  After  satisfaction  had  been  levied  the  defendant  sued 
out  a  writ  of  scl.  fa.  against  him  as  "prior  S.Johns  de  Jerusalem  in 
Anglia,"  and  this  was  held  to  be  no  misnomer,  as  he  was  known  by 
the  one  name  as  well  as  hy  the  other.  The  misnomer  of  a  corporation  is 
only  matter  for  plea  in  abatement.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader,  2  B.  2  pi. 
5.  So  a  corporation  by  prescription  may  be  known  by  different  names 
at  different  times,  and  in  prescribing  should  prescribe  by  the  original 
name  until  a  named  date,  and  afterwards  in  the  new  name.  At- 
torney-General V.  Town  of  Farnham  (1671),  Hard.  504,  j-jer  Lord 
Hale,  C.  B. 

The  procedure  to  be  observed  and  the  rights  conferred  upon  corpora- 
tions by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50)  is 
shortly  as  follows.  The  Crown  is  empowered,  by  the  advice  of  the 
Privy  Council,  on  the  petition  of  the  inhabitant  householders,  or  of 
any  of  those  inhabitants,  to  create  any  town  or  towns  or  district,  or 
such  part  thereof  as  shall  be  specified  in  the  charter,  a  municipal  bor- 
ough, and  to  incorporate  the  inhabitants:  s.  210.  The  petition  must 
be  advertised  in  the  London  Gazette  or  otherwise,  as  may  be  directed  by 
the  members  of  the  Privy  Council  to  whom  it  is  referred  for  consider- 
ation :  s.  211.  The  Act  also  provides  certain  rules  of  procedure  to  be 
observed  where  the  proposed  new  borough  will  affect  the  powers,  rights, 
privileges,  franchises,  duties,  property,  and  liabilities  of  any  then  ex- 
isting local  authority  whose  district  comprises  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  area  of  that  borough,  either  with  or  without  any  adjoining  or  other 
place,  and  also  of  any  oflticer  of  that  borough:  ss.  213,  214.  Section 
216,  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the  rule,  is  in  the  following  terms : 
"A  charter  creating  a  municipal  borough  which  purports  to  be  granted 
in  pursuance  of  the  royal  prerogative  and  in  pursuance  of  or  in  accord- 
ance with  this  Act,  shall,   after  acceptance,   be  deemed  to  be  valid  and 
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within  the  powers  of  this  Act  uud  her  ]\Iajesty'.s  prerogative,  and  shall 
not  be  (juestioned  in  any  legal  jtroceediiig  whatever."  Subsection  2  of 
the  same  section  enacts  that  the  charter  sliall  be  laid  before  Parliament. 

The  corporate  name,  in  the  case  of  a  borough,  is  ''the  ma3^or,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses,"  or  in  the  case  of  a  citj',  *' the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  citizens:"  s.  8.  A  j)erson  is  not  deemed  a  burgess  for  any  pur- 
pose of  the  Act  unless  he  is  so  enrolled:  s.  9  (1)  .  Tlie  qualifications 
of  enrolment  are  that  the  person  is  of  full  age,  possesses  a  property 
.<]ualitication,  and  is  qualified  by  residence,  and  that  he  has  i)aid  cer- 
tain rates:  Ih.  subs.  (2).  A  i»erso]i,  otherwise  qualified,  is  disqualified 
by  reason  of  alienage,  receipt  of  parochial  relief  or  other  alms,  or  in 
consequence  of  an}"^  Act  of  Parliament:  Ih.  subs.  3. 

The  government  of  the  borough  is  vested  in  the  council,  which  con- 
sists of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  councillors:  s.  11;  and  their  respec- 
tive qualifications  and  disqualifications  are  contained  in  §§  11  to  16, 
inclusive.  Every  qualified  person  elected  to  a  corporate  oflfice,  unless 
exempt,  and  not  accepting  office,  is  liable  to  a  fine:  s.  34.  The  more 
important  sections  will  be  referred  to  in  detail  under  Lewis  v.  Carv, 
Ko.  6.  p.  294,  2'ost- 

The  council  must  appoint  a  town-clerk  and  a  treasurer,  neither  of 
whom  must  be  a  member  of  the  council:  ss.  17  and  18.  And  there  is 
also  a  general  power  to  appoint  such  other  officers  as  are  usually  ap- 
pointed in  a  borough,  or  as  the  council  think  necessary:  s.  19.  There 
is  power  to  aj)point  a  deputy  town-clerk,  who  is  to  act  in  the  event  of 
the  illness  or  absence  of  the  town-clerk:  s.  17  (5).  The  Act  provides 
that  there  shall  be  three  borough  auditors,  two  elected  by  the  burgesses 
and  one  nominated  by  the  mayor;  the  former  must  be  qualified  for  the 
office  of  councillor,  but  must  not  be  members  of  the  council ;  the  mayor's 
auditor  must  be  a  niember  of  the  council :  s.  25.  The  elective  auditors 
are  subject  to  a  fine  if  they  refuse  to  accept  office:  s.  34. 

A  person  may  resign  a  corporate  office:  s.  36.  There  is  no  power, 
however,  to  withdraw  a  resignation,  after  the  terms  of  tlie  section  are 
complied  with.  Reg.  v.  Wirjan  Corporation  (1885),  14  Q.  B.  D.  908, 
54  L.  J.  Q.  P.  338,  52  L.  'V.  435,  33  W.  R.  547. 

Matters  connected  with  elections  are  contained  in  parts  III.  and  TV. 
of  the  Act  of  1882  and  the  Mnnicijial  Elections  (Corrupt  and  Illegal 
Practices)  Act,  1884  (47  &  48  Vict.  c.  70).  These  will  be  referred  to 
under  Clemcnfson  v.  Mosnn,  No.  7,  p.  306,  post. 

The  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1882,  also  contains  provisions  for 
the  administration  of  justice.  These  are  contained  in  part  VIII.  of  the 
statute,  and  comprise  civil  and  criminal  matters.  The  judiciary  in- 
cludes justices  of  the  peace,  clerk  to  borough  justices,  stipendiary  magis- 
trates, rcconlcis,  clerks  of  the  peace,  sheriffs  and  coroners.     The  mayor 
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is,  ex  ojficlo,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  takes  precedence  over  the  other 
justices:  s.  155  ;  and  lie  continues  in  office  during  the  year  next  after 
lie  ceases  to  be  mayor,  unless  disqualified  from  tilling  that  office:  lb. 
The  remaining  members  of  the  bench  are  persons  holding  a  commission 
from  the  Crown :  s.  157.  The  clerk  of  the  justices  is  appointed  by 
them,  and  holds  office  during  their  pleasure :  s.  159.  If  appointed  after 
1801,  he  must  not  be  an  alderman  or  councillor  of  the  borough,  or  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  borough  or  of  the  county  in  which  the  borough 
is  situate,  or  the  partner  of  any  such  clerk  of  the  peace:  Ih.  The 
stipendiary  magistrate  is  appointed  by  the  Crown,  upon  the  petition  of 
the  council  of  the  borough:  s.  161;  he  holds  office  during  the  pleasure 
of  the  Crown,  and  is,  ex  officio,  a  justice  for  the  borough :  Ih.  The 
jurisdiction  of  these  justices  is  defined  by  s,  158:  '^A  justice  for  a 
borough  shall,  with  respect  to  offences  committed  and  matters  arising 
within  the  borough,  have  the  same  jurisdiction  and  authority  as  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  for  a  county  has  under  any  general  act  with  respect  to 
offences  committed  and  matters  arising  within  the  county;  except  that 
he  .shall  not,  by  virtue  of  his  being  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 
borough,  act  as  a  justice  at  any  court  of  gaol  delivery  or  quarter  ses- 
sions, or  in  making  or  levying  any  county  or  borough  rate." 

The  Crown  may,  on  petition  of  the  council  of  the  borough  to  the 
Queen  in  Council,  grant  that  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions  be 
holden  in  and  for  the  borough :  s.  102.  The  appointment  of  the  re- 
corder, who  is  an  ex  officio  justice  for  the  borough,  rests  with  the 
Crown:  s.  163;  he  holds  office  during  good  behaviour:  lb.  The  council 
appoint  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  who  holds  office  during  good  behaviour: 
s.  164.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  thus  constituted  comprises  the 
trial  of  all  criminal  cases  triable  at  quarter  sessions  and  the  hearing 
of  rating  appeals;  but  the  recorder  cannot  allow,  apportion,  make,  or 
levy  any  borough  rate,  or  do  any  act  in  relation  thereto,  or  grant  any 
license  for  the  sale  of  excisable  liquors  by  retail,  or  exercise  any  power 
specially  vested  in  the  council :  s.  165.  He  sits  as  sole  judge  of  the 
court:  II).  There  is  no  provision  for  the  appointment  of  deputies  and 
assistants  to  the  recorders  and  clerks  of  the  peace:  ss.  164,  166,  and 
168.  The  provisions  of  these  sections  have  been  amended  by  the 
Recorders,  Magistrates  and  Clerks  of  the  Peace  Act,  1888  (51  &  52 
Vict.  c.  23). 

Sections  175  to  186,  inclusive,  deal  with  borough  civil  courts.  These 
have  been  established  by  charter  or  private  act,  or  depend  upon  custom. 
The  passing  of  the  County  Courts  Act  in  the  present  reign  has  rendered 
it  unnecessary  to  continue  the  practice  of  establishing  these  courts. 

Where  the  proposed  new  borough  contains  twent}'  thousand  inhabi- 
tants and  upwards,  according  to  the  census  taken  next  before  the  date 
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of  the  iiicori)oration,  the  charter  may  authorize  the  establishment  in 
the  borougli  of  a  police  force,  not  consolidated  with  that  of  the  county: 
s.  215.  The  police  regulations  are  contained  in  part  IX.  of  the  IMuni- 
cipal  Corporations  Act,  1882. 

Part  X.  is  concerned  with  the  position  of  those  jjersons  whose  rights 
and  interests  were  preserved  by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act.  1835, 
under  the  name  of  freemen  or  burgesses.  Tlie  c(»uncil  of  an}-  borough 
may  confer  the  honorary  freedom  of  a  bnrougli  upon  any  person  of  dis- 
tinction or  upon  a  [>erson  who  has  rendered  eminent  services  to  the 
borough  :  Honorar}-  Freedom  of  Boroughs  Act,  1885  (48  &  49  Vict, 
c.  29). 

The  remaining  statutory  provisions  will  be  dealt  with  under  tlie 
various  rules  to  which  they  are  apposite. 

The  validity  of  a  charter  cannot  be  tried  upon  an  application  for  a 
cet'tlonwi.  Rey.  v.  Boucher  (1842),  3  Q.  H.  <)41,  6  Jur.  851.  The  court 
will  refuse  a  quo  wart'anto,  where  the  object  is  to  call  in  question  the 
validity  of  a  charter  granted  under  the  INIunicipal  Corporations  Act. 
Beff.  V.  Taylor  (1840),  11  Ad.  &  El.  949.  The  Court  of  Chancery  could 
not  decide  the  question.  Attornpy-Generol  v.  Aron  Corpovdtion  (1863), 
33  Beav.  67,  8  L.  T.  594,  11  W.  K.  709.  The  proper  mode  of  proceed- 
ing is  by  writ  of  sci.  fa.,  where  a  private  individual  or  corporate  body 
desire  to  have  a  charter  set  aside  or  recalled.  The  Crown  has  an  ad- 
ditional prerogative  process  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  inquiry 
being  in  the  nature  of  a  sci.  fa.  Precedents  of  the  exercise  of  this 
power  are  preserved.  Boll.  Ab.  Prerogative  le  R03',  s.  fo.  191,  citing 
Sir  G.  lleyru'Vs  case,  9  Co.  Rep.  95/>.,  Dyer,  198,  pi.  50,  and  Sir 
Robert  Chester's  case,  Dyer,  211  a,  pi.  29. 

The  service  of  process  in  civil  actions  is  provided  for  by  the  Bules  of 
tlie  Supreme  Court,  1883,  order  9,  rule  8,  Avliich  is  as  follows:  '*In 
the  absence  of  any  statutory  provision  regulating  the  service  of  process, 
every  writ  of  summons  issued  against  a  corporation  aggregate  may  be 
served  on  the  mayor  or  other  head  officer,  or  on  the  town-clerk,  clerk, 
treasurei",  or  secretary  of  such  corporation:  .  .  .  and  every  writ  of  sum- 
mons issued  against  the  inhabitants  of  any  county,  of  any  cit}-  or  town, 
or  the  inhabitants  of  any  francliise.  liberty,  city,  town,  or  place,  not 
being  ])art  of  a  hundred  or  other  like  district,  on  some  peace  officer 
thereof."  The  same  rule  provides  that  where  there  is  any  statutory 
provision  as  to  service  of  process  the  writ  is  to  be  served  in  the  manner 
so  provided. 
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No.  2.— TONE   CONSERVATORS  V.   ASH. 

(K.  B.  1829.) 
RULU 

No  express  words  are  necessary  to  create  a  corporation. 
Tone  Conservators  v.  Ash. 

10  Baru.  &  Cress.  .349-393. 

Corporation.  —  Grant  by  Implication. 

By  an  Act  for  making  and  keeping  the  river  Tone  navigable,  it  was  [349] 
enacted,  that  the  thirty  persons  therein  named  and  their  successors 
should  be  conservators  of  the  river,  and  should  have  power  to  cleanse,  scour, 
open,  and  keep  navigable  the  said  river ;  and  also  to  cut  and  make  a  new 
cliannel,  if  occasion  should  be,  through  the  ground  of  otlier  persons,  making 
recompense  to  the  owners. 

By  another  clause  the  conservators  were  to  contract  with  the  owners  of 
land  for  the  loss  or  damage  which  any  of  them  should  sustain  by  making  the 
river  navigable ;  and  if  the  owners  and  the  conservators  could  not  agree 
touching  the  value  thereof,  or  if  the  title  were  in  an  infant,  /e???e  covert,  ol'  any 
other  person  unable  to  contract,  then  the  sheriff  was  to  summon  a  jury  to 
a.'^certain  the  value,  and  the  determination  of  the  jury  was  to  bind  all  parties ; 
and  in  case  the  parties  interested  in  the  land  should  not  appear,  then  the  jury, 
in  their  absence,  were  to  proceed  to  determine  what  satisfaction  should  be 
made  to  them  respectively,  which  determination  was  to  be  good,  valid,  and 
conclusive,  and  to  vest  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  the  conservators  and  their 
successors,  or  other  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  lands. 

By  another  clause  it  was  enacted,  that  there  shoi^ld  always  be  conservators 
of  the  said  river,  and  that  the  thirty  persons  therein  named  should  continue 
conservators  during  their  lives,  unless  any  of  them  should  be  removed  for  mis- 
behaviour, which  the  major  part  of  the  conservators  were  thereby  empowered 
to  do,  and  when  the  number  of  the  conservators  at  any  time  by  death  or 
removal  should  be  reduced  to  twenty,  then  the  survivors  were  to  choo.se  other 
persons  to  be  joined  to  themselves  to  be  conservators  of  the  river,  so  as  to 
make  up  the  number  thirty  ;  and  the  conservators  were  enabled  by  the  name 
of  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  to  take  and 
I'eceive  any  gift,  legacy,  or  grant  of  goods,  chattels,  money,  or  lands  in  fee,  or 
for  any  other  estate  or  term  for  the  uses  aforesaid ;  and  it  was  made  lawful 
for  any  persons  to  convey  any  estate  to  the  conservators  and  their  successors 
without  licence  to  alien  in  mortmain.  And  the  conservators,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  or  any  five  of  them  appoiiited  by  the  major  part  of  them  to  be 
a  committee,  were  authorized  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals  to  make 
any  contract,  which  contract  should  bind  the  whole  body  of  the  conservators, 
and  the  conservators  might  sue  and  be  sued  by  the  said  name  of  the  conser- 
vators of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  countv  of  Somerset. 
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By  a  subsequent  act  the  conservators  were  authorized  to  make  orders  in 
wTitiiig  for  the  government  of  tlie  boatmen,  bargemen,  or  otiiers,  in  navigat- 
ing boats  or  barges,  or  floating  timber  on  tlie  said  river. 

Held,  tliat  as  it  manifestly  appeared  from  the  different  clauses  of  these  Acts 
of  Parliament  that  the  conservators  should  take  land  by  succession  and  not  by 
inheritance,  although  they  were  not  created  a  corporation  by  express  words, 
they  were  so  by  implication  ;  and  that  being  so,  they  were  entitled  to  sue  in 
their  corporate  name  for  an  injury  done  to  their  real  property. 

Trespass  for  entering  the  plaintiffs'  wharfs,  pens,  pounds,  bridges 
locks,  wears,  and  closes  covered  with  water,  in  the  parisli 
[*  350]  of  North  Cuny,  and  fixing  and  *  fastening  to  and  upon  the 
gates  and  posts  of  the  plaintiffs  there  divers  locks,  staples, 
hinges,  and  bolts,  and  thereby  damaging  the  same,  and  thereby  and 
therewith  shutting,  locking,  and  fastening  the  said  gates,  and  keep- 
ing them  so  shut  for  long  spaces  of  time,  and  at  other  times  un- 
locking and  opening  them,  and  ejecting  the  plaintiff's  from  their 
said  premises,  and  keeping  them  so  ejected  for  a  long  space  of 
time,  and  during  that  time  receiving  tolls  and  duties  belonging  to 
them  amounting  to  f -oOOO,  and  during  all  that  time  preventing  the 
plaintiffs  from  using  them  as  they  would  otherwise  have  done. 
Plea,  first,  not  guilty.  Secondly,  that  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the 
said  bill,  there  was  not  any  such  body  politic  or  body  corporate  as 
the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone  as  by  the  said  declaration  was 
supposed.  Thirdly,  that  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  said  bill,  the 
said  persons  so  suing  as  the  conservators  of  the  river  Xone  were 
not  a  body  politic  or  corporate  as  by  the  said  declaration  was  above 
supposed.  Fourthly,  that  the  persons  so  suing  as  the  conservators 
at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  said  bill  against  the  defendants  were 
not  enabled  or  empowered  to  sue,  or  capable  of  suing,  as  the  con- 
servators of  the  river  Tone,  upon  the  supposed  causes  of  action  in 
the  said  bill  and  declaration  above  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  or 
any  part  thereof. 

[There  were  other  pleas  traversing  the  property  of  tlic 
[351]  plaintiffs  and  justifying  the  acts  of  the  defendants.]  Upon 
all  these  pleas  issue  was  taken  and  joined.  At  the  trial 
before  G.\selee,  J.,  at  the  Spring  assizes,  1828,  for  the  county  of 
Somerset,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  damages  in 
the  declaration,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  follow- 
ing case  :  — 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  tenth  and  eleventh  years 
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of  William  III.  for  making  and  keeping  the  river  Tone  navigable 
from  Bridge  water  to  Taunton,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  reciting, 
that  John  Mallett,  Esq.,  in  pursuance  of  a  commission  under  the 
Great  Seal  of  England  granted  in  the  thirteenth  year  of 
Charles  I.,  had  at  *  his  very  great  expense  made  the  said  [*  352] 
river  in 'some  sort  navigable  from  the  said  town  of  Bridge- 
water  to  certain  mills  called  Ham  Mills  in  the  said  county ;  in  con- 
sideration whereof  his  late  majesty  King  Charles  II.  by  his  letters 
patent  under  tlie  Great  Seal  of  England,  in  the  thirty-sixth  year  of 
his  reign,  had  granted  to  the  heirs  of  the  said  J.  Mallett,  the  sole  navi- 
gation of  the  said  river  from  Bridgewater  to  Ham  Mills  aforesaid ; 
and  that  all  the  interest  of  J.  Mallett  and  his  heirs  in  the  said 
river  and  navigation  on  the  same,  and  the  said  commission  and 
letters  patent  was,  by  good  and  sufficient  conveyance  in  the  law, 
conveyed  and  assigned  to   and  vested  in  J.  Frind,  gentleman,  and 
twenty-nine  other  persons  therein  named,  inhabitants  of  the  parish 
-of  Taunton  St.  Mary  Magdalen,  Taunton  St.  James,  Bishop's  Hull, 
or  Wilton,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  wdio,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, had  purchased  the  same  ;  and  that  for  the  benefit  of  trade, 
preserving  the  highways   therein  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and 
employing  the  poor,  the  said  purchasers  were  willing  to  undertake, 
at  their  own  expense,  until  they  could  be  repaid  as  thereinafter 
was  directed  and  appointed,  not  only  to  maintain  and  keep  the 
said  river  navigable,  and  make  it  more  beneficially  and  effectually 
so,  from  the  said  town  of  Bridgewater  to  Ham  Mills,  and  to  main- 
tain and  keep  up  all  bridges  and  works  made  or  built  by  the  said 
J.  Mallett  to  that  end,  but  also  to  erect  and  build  such  other  bridges 
and  works  as  should  be  necessary,  and  also  to  clear  and  effect  a 
passage  for  barges,  boats,  and  other  vessels  from  Ham  Mills  to  the 
said  town  of  Taunton  ;  it  was  enacted,  that  the  said  thirty  persons 
and  their  successors,  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  should  be  and  they 
were  thereby  declared  and  appointed  conservators  of  the  said 
river,  and  that  they,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  should  *  have  [*  353] 
power,  and  they  were  thereby  empowered  and  authorised  by 
themselves,  their  servants,  or  agents,  to  cleanse,  scour,  open,  make, 
and  keep  navigable  the   said  river  Tone  from  the  said  town  of 
Bridgewater  to  Ham  Mills  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  to  the  said 
town  of  Taunton  ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  dig  the  banks  of  the  said 
river  or  other  ground,  ditch,  brook,  or  stream  near  thereunto  adjoin- 
ing, &c. ;  and   also  to  cut  and  make  a  new  channel,  if  occasion 
vol..  VII.  —  Ti 
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should  be,  through  the  ground  of  his  Majesty  or  any  of  his  subjects, 
making  recompense  for  the  same  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  such 
ground,  according  to  their  respective  interests  and  estates  therein, 
pursuant  to  the  directions  of  that  Act ;  and  likewise  to  cut,  scour, 
or  open  any  other  stream  or  watercourse  that  should  be  ctuivenient 
for  making  the  said  passage  or  river  navigable  ;  and  also  to  open, 
prepare,  make,  and  erect  any  bridges,  wharfs,  locks,  wears,  turn- 
. pikes,  pens  of  water,  or  other  works  in  or  near  to  the  said  river  or 
passage  that  should  be  fit  and  necessary  for  the  same  ;  and  also  to 
make  or  lay  out  a  path  or  way  on  either  or  both  sides  of  the  said 
river  for  watermen,  boat  or  bargemen,  and  others  navigating  vessels 
on  the  said  river.     The  Act  then  provided  for  the  mode  of  settling 
the  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  conservators  for  any  lands,  &c., 
taken  or  injured  by  them  in  carrying  into  effect  the  objects  of  the 
statute,  and  provided  that  the  determination  so  made  should  be 
valid,  and  should  vest  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  the  said  conserva- 
tors and  their  successors,  or  other  right,  title,  and  interest  in  aiiy 
lands  or  hereditaments,  according  to  the  tenor  of  such  order.     And 
for  reimbursing  the  said  conservators  the  principal  money  of  the 
said  purchase,  and  what  should  be  laid  out  in  the  making 
[*  354]   or  keeping  *the  said  river  navigable,  &c.,  together   with 
interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per 
annum,  until  the  conservators  should  be  repaid  the  said  principal 
and  interest  of  what  they  had  disbursed  or  should  thereafter  dis- 
bur.se  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  certain  tolls  therein  mentioned 
were  imposed  upon  every  boat,  barge,  or  vessel ;  and  remedies  were 
provided  for  the  recovery  of  the  tolls.     The  Act  then  proceeded  to 
enact  that  when  the  conservators  should  have  been  fully  reimbursed 
the  principal  and  interest  after  the  rate  aforesaid  of  all  monies 
advanced,  and  which  should  be  expended  by  them  respectively  in 
purchasing  the  interest  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  J.  Mallett,  and  in 
making  and  keeping  the  said  river  navigable,  &c.,  certain  lesser 
tolls  therein  mentioned  should  be  imposed  ;  and  that  the  said  tolls, 
together  with  the  product  of  all  gifts  and  grants  to  the  conserva- 
tors of  the  said  river,  should  be  from  time  to  time  ajiplied  to  the 
repairing  such'  bridges,  wears,  &c.,  as  were  or  should  be  built  or 
made  by  the  said  conservators   for  maintaining  and  keeping  the 
said  river  navigable,  and  be  annually  accounted  for  as  therein 
•directed  ;  and  the  surplus  of  what  should  arise  by  the  means  afore- 
said sliould  bo  liy  the  said  conservators  employed  and  disposed  of 
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for  the  only  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
town  of  Taunton  and  parishes  of  Taunton  St.  Mary  Magdalen  and 
Taunton  St.  James  in  the  county  aforesaid,  who  were  empowered 
and  authorized  to  lay  out  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  building  one 
or  more  hospital  or  hospitals,  or  otherwise,  from  time  to  time 
accordiufr  to  their  best  discretions,  for  the  better  educatins:  and 
maintaining  such  poor  children  as  were  or  should  become  charge- 
able to  the  town  and  parishes  aforesaid  ;  and  such  hospital 
or  hospitals  whsn  built  *  should  be  governed  and  regulated  [*  355  J 
by  such  persons,  rules,  and  orders  as  should  be  appointed, 
given,  and  made  from  time  to  time  bv  the  said  conservators  for  the 
time  being,  so  as  such  rules  and  orders  were  first  approved  by  the 
Judges  of  assize  and  Xisi  Prius  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  or  one 
of  them.  The  Act  then  directed  the  mode  in  which  the  accounts 
were  to  be  kept.  And  it  further  enacted,  that  for  the  better  preserv- 
ing and  keeping  the  said  river  navigable,  when  made  so,  and  for 
making  the  same  navigable,  there  should  always  be  conservators  of 
the  said  river ;  and  that  the  said  thirty  persons  should  be  and  were 
thereby  constituted  conservators  of  the  said  river  Tone,  to  continue 
during  their  lives,  unless  any  of  them  should  be  removed  for  mis- 
behaviour, which  the  major  part  of  the  said  conservators  were 
thereby  empowered  to  do  ;  and  when  the  number  of  the  said  con- 
servators at  any  time  by  death  or  removal  should  be  reduced  to 
twenty,  then  the  surviving  conservators  should  from  time  to  time 
assemble,  and  by  the  major  part  of  them  so  assembled  choose  other 
persons  to  be  joined  to  themselves  to  be  conservators  of  the  river 
Tone,  so  as  to  make  up  the  number  of  the  said  conservators  thirty ; 
and  the  said  conservators  were  thereby  enabled  by  the  name  of 
conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  to  take 
and  receive  any  gift,  legacy,  or  grant  of  goods,  chattels,  money,  or 
land  in  fee,  or  for  any  other  estate  or  term  for  the  uses  aforesaid ; 
and  it  should  be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons  to  convey  any 
estate  or  estates  to  the  said  consen-ators  and  their  successors  with- 
out license  to  alien  in  mortmain  ;  and  the  said  conservators,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  or  any  five  of  them,  being  appointed 
by  the  major  number  of  them,  to  be  a  committee  for 
*  transacting  anything  relating  to  the  ends  aforesaid,  [*  356] 
should  or  might  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
make  any  contract  or  agreement,  lease  or  bargain,  with  any  person 
or  persons,  body  politic  or  corporate,  touching  the  premises  ;  which 
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contracts,  agreements,  and  leases  should  be  good  and  valid  in  law, 
and  bind  as  well  the  whole  bo^ly  of  the  said  conservators,  and  the 
payments  thereby  enacted  to  be  made  for  passage  or  navigation  on 
the  said  river,  and  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  which  the  said 
conservators  should  be  seised  or  possessed  of,  to  the  uses  aforesaid, 
as  themselves  and  all  other  persons  making  and  signing  the  same  ; 
and  the  said  conservators  should  or  might  sue  or  be  sued  on  such 
contracts,  by  the  said  name  of  "The  Conservators  of  the  river  Tone, 
in  the  county  of  Somerset." 

By  an  Act  passed  in  the  sixth  year  of  Queen  Anne,  for  the  more 
effectual  making  and  keeping  the  river  Tone  navigable  from  Bridge- 
water  to  Taunton,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  reciting  the  Act  of 
W.  Ill ;  that  the  navigation  was  partly  made,  and  that  by  an 
account  allowed  by  the  justices  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  for 
the  county  of  Somerset  in  1707,  the  balance  then  due  to  the  con- 
servators was  £3,966,  the  conservators,  after  building  a  lock  at  or 
near  a  place  called  Eound  Island,  were  allowed  certain  additional 
tolls  therein  mentioned,  and  powers  were  given  them  to  erect  the 
lock  and  to  collect  the  additional  tolls. 

By  an  Act  of  the  44  G.  Ill,  reciting  the  two  Acts  already  men- 
tioned, it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  l)e  lawful  for  the  conservators 
of  the  said  river  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  to 
make  any  orders  or  regidations  in  writing  for  the  govern- 
[*357]  ment  of  the  *  boatmen,  bargemen,  or  others,  in  navigating 
boats  or  barges,  or  floating  timlier  on  the  said  river;  which 
orders  or  regulations  being  laid  for  examination  and  correction 
before  the  justices  of  the  peace  assembled  at  any  general  quarter 
sessions  for  the  said  county  next  after  Midsummer,  and  published 
twice  in  some  newspaper  commonly  circulated  in  the  said  county 
between  that  time  and  the  next  genernl  quarter  sessions  to  be  held 
after  the  following  Michaelmas,  and  then  approved  and  confirmed 
at  such  last-mentioned  sessions,  should  be  duly  observed  and  kept 
by  all  persons  using  the  said  river  for  navigating  boats,  barges, 
nnd  other  vessels  or  floating  timber;  and  tliat  every  person  who 
should  offend  against  any  of  such  orders  or  regulations,  being 
tliereof  convicted  before  any  one  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
])eace  for  the  said  county,  should  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  a 
sum  not  exceeding  £5  nor  less  than  40s. 

[Tlie  case  then  stated  certain  Acts  of  Parliament  under  which  the 
def(^;!d.ints  alleged  that  the  i)laintiffs  had  been  ousted  of  the  property 
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in  the  premises  in  question,  and  that  the  acts  of  the  defendants 
were  justified.] 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  Whether  [368] 
the   defendants  were    entitled    to    do   or   commit   the    said 
several  matters  and  things  so  complained  of,  or  any  of  them  ?  and^ 
Whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  sue  by  the  name  and  style 
of  "  Conservators  of  the  river  Tone  "  ? 

E.  Bayly  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  first  question  is,  Whether  the 
conservators  of  the  river  Tone  are  a  corporation  ?  In  Co. 
Litt.  250  a.,  a  body  politic  is  said  to  be  a  *  body  to  take  in  [*  369] 
succession  framed  as  to  that  capacity  by  policy,  and  it  is 
called  a  corporation  or  a  body  incorporate,  because  the  persons  are 
made  into  a  body  and  are  of  capacity  to  take  and  grant.  And  this 
body  politic  or  incorporate  may  commence  and  be  established  three 
manner  of  ways,  viz.  by  prescription,  by  letters  patent,  or  by  Act 
of  Parliament."  The  essence,  therefore,  of  a  corporation,  according 
to  this  definition,  is,  that  it  is  a  body  framed  by  policy  to  take  in 
succession.  Here  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone  are  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  take  land  in  succession.  It  is  not 
necessary,  to  create  a  corporation,  that  the  charter  or  other  instru- 
ment by  which  it  is  created  should  contain  express  words  of  incor- 
poration. It  is  sufficient  if  the  intent  to  incorporate  be  manifest. 
Thus,  in  1  Ptolle's  Abr.  tit.  Corporation  (F),  513,  1.  15.,  it  is  laid 
down  that,  if  the  king  grants  land  to  the  men  or  inhabitants 
of  Dale,  their  heirs  and  successors,  rendering  a  rent,  for  anything 
touching  that  land,  this  is  a  corporation,  but  not  to  other  purposes. 
There  the  intent  to  incorporate  is  manifest  from  the  use  of  the 
words  "  successors,"  for  the  men  of  Dale  could  not  take  by  succes- 
sion, unless  they  were  a  corporation.  But  it  is  there  said,  1.  19,  that 
if  the  king  grants  land  to  the  men  or  inhabitants  of  Dale,  if  they  be 
not  incorporated  before,  the  grant  is  void  if  no  rent  be  reserved  to 
the  king  (1  Eolle's  Abr.  tit.  Corporation  (F),  513,  1.  19).  It  would 
appear,  therefore,  from  this  last  citation,  that  a  grant  of  land  to  the 
men  of  Dale  without  any  reservation  of  rent  would  be  void.  If 
the  reason  of  this  be,  that  unless  there  be  a  reservation  of  rent,  the 
king  may  be  deceived,  it  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  because 
the  *  conservators  are  made  a  corporation  by  the  Legislature,  [*  370] 
and  that  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  they  were  de- 
ceived. The  conservators  are  burdened  with  duties  more  onerous 
than  that  of  paying  rent.    They  have  public  duties  to  perform,  they 
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are  to  do  to  the  laud  what  will  make  it  more  valuable,  to  make  and 
maintain  the  canal,  to  collect  the  tolls  which  are  to  continue  for- 
ever, to  apply  those  tolls  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  due  to  the  subscribers,  and  then  to  apply  the  surplus  to 
the  benefit  of  the  poor  of  the  parishes  mentioned  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  The  case  of  the  Sutton  Jlosjntal,  10  Co.  Rep.  30 
Jenk.  370,  shows  that  in  the  creation  of  a  corporation  the  law  has 
jiiot  restrained  itself  to  any  precise  words,  and  that  when  a  cor- 
poration is  duly  created  all  other  incidents  are  annexed.  In 
Norris  v.  Staps,  Hob.  211,  Lord  C.  J.  Hobart  says,  "that  the 
name  argues  a  corporation."  In  Anderson,  206,  pi.  238,  it  is  said, 
"  A  corporation  is  a  body  politic,  consisting  of  material  bodies, 
which  joined  together  must  have  a  name  to  do  things  that  concern 
their  corporation,  or  otherwise  it  is  no  corporation."  Here  the 
conservators  have  a  name  given  to  them  by  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
They  are  to  take  lands  to  them  and  their  successors ;  and  by  one 
clause  the  land  which  they  take,  being  by  virtue  of  an  inquisition 
of  a  jury,  is  expressly  vested  in  them  and  their  successors,  by  the 
name  of  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Som- 
erset. They  have,  therefore,  two  essential  qualities  of  a  corporation, 
viz.  a  corporate  name,  and  the  power  of  taking  land  in  succes- 
sion.    It  never  could  have  been  intended  that  they  should  hold  in 

tlieir  individual  capacity,  for  then  their  interest  in  the 
[*  371]  navigation    would    cease   as    soon    as   *  the  debt  due   to 

them  had  been  paid.  In  Hex  v.  The  Conservators  of  the 
River  Tone,  8  T.  R.  286,  it  was  not  disputed  that  they  were  a 
corporation. 

But,  secondly,  the  conservators,  whether  they  be  a  corporation 
or  not,  are  entitled  to  sue  by  the  name  of  "Conservators  of  the 
river  Tone,  in  tlie  county  of  Somerset."  The  11  W.  Ill,  authorizes 
the  conservators,  by  that  name,  to  take  land  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Act.  They  are,  therefore,  a  public  body,  created  for  public 
purposes ;  and  yet,  according  to  the  argument  on  the  other  side, 
they  can  bring  no  action  for  any  injury  to  tlieir  works,  or  for  any 
injury  to  their  lands.  They  are  within  tlie  statute  of  mortmain, 
Co.  Litt.  2  b,  and  there  is  a  clause  expressly  enal)ling  them  to 
liold,  notwithstanding  the  statute  of  mortmain.  They  are  entitled, 
th(!refore,  to  hold,  as  well  as  to  take.  Would  a  release  by  one  bind 
all  ?  Could  it  be  intended  that  a  single  individual  should  be  able 
to  cnunteract  or  usurp  the  rights  of  the  body?      It  is  true  that 
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there  is  a  clause  authorizing  the  conservators,  or  the  major  part  of 
them,  or  any  five  of  them,  being  appohited  by  the  major  number 
of  them,  to  be  a  committee,  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
to  make  any  contract,  and  such  contract  is  to  Ije  good  and  valid  in 
law,  and  to  bind  the  whole  body  of  the  conservators,  and  the  tolls,, 
and  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  the  conservators  might 
be  possessed  or  seised  of,  to  the  uses  aforesaid ;  and  the  conserva- 
tors may  sue  or  be  sued  on  such  contracts  by  the  said  name  of  the 
"  Conservators  of  the  river  Tone."  Without  this  provision  the 
conservators  could  not  sue  or  be  sued  in  respect  of  any  contract 
made  by  a  committee  of  five ;  and  such  contracts  might  be 
necessary  to  be  made  where  *  they  had  not  any  common  [*  372] 
seal,  and  when  there  was  not  time  to  issue  a  summons,  and 
give  notice  to  call  the  corporate  body  together.  That  provision, 
therefore,  was  necessary,  and  seems  to  imply  that  in  all  other 
cases  the  Legislature  understood  that  the  conservators  might  sue 
and  be  sued  in  respect  of  contracts  made  by  the  major  part  of 
them,  under  their  common  seal.  As  to  the  other  part  of  th^  clause 
which  makes  contracts  made  by  the  conservators,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  valid  and  binding  upon  the  whole  body  of  the  con- 
servators, and  upon  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  they  shall 
be  possessed  or  seised  of  to  the  uses  aforesaid,  that  was  introduced 
from  abundant  caution  to  show  that  they  were  not  to  be  liable 
individually.  But  it  never  could  have  been  intended  that  the  con- 
servators should  be  individually  liable.  They  have  no  interest  of 
their  own,  for  the  surplus  of  the  tolls  is  to  go  to  the  poor  of  the 
parishes  of  Taunton. 

[On  the  other  question  which  depended  upon  the  construction 
of  certain  special  Acts  of  Parliament,  he  argued  that  the  defend- 
ants were  not  justified.] 

Manning,  contra.  The  conservators  are  not  a  corporation.  [373] 
It  is  true  that  they  have  a  public  trust  to  execute,  but  so 
have  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road;  and  in  them  the  *  tolls  [*  374] 
and  toll-houses  are  vested,  and  they  are  bound  to  apply 
the  tolls  in  making,  maintaining,  and  repairing  the  road  in  the 
same  way  as  the  conservators  are  towards  making  and  repairing 
the  navigation.  Now  it  is  incident  to  a  corporation  without  any 
express  words  in  the  charter  that  they  should  have  power  to  pur- 
chase and  alien.  Sutton  Hospital  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  30  ;  1  Rolle's 
Abr.  513,  pi.  35  ;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Franchise  (F),  10.     Here  the  con- 
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servators  of  the  river  Tone  could  not  alien  the  land  which  was 
vested  in  them  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  maintaining  the 
navigation.  Another  incident  to  a  corporation  is  that  they  may 
plead  and  be  impleaded  in  their  corporate  name.  Now,  if  the  con- 
servators had  a  general  right  to  plead  and  be  impleaded,  it  would 
have  been  unnecessary  to  give  them  any  express  power  for  that 
purpose ;  but  here  there  is  an  express  provision  enabling  them  in 
certain  cases  to  sue  in  their  corporate  name,  and  if  that  be  so,  the 
rule  applies,  "  Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius."  It  is  said  that 
the  express  power  given  to  them  to  sue  is  upon  contracts  not  made 
by  the  corporate  body,  but  by  a  committee  of  five.  But  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  in  the  first  instance,  makes  such  contracts  made  by 
the  live  binding  upon  the  conservators.  It  was  unnecessary,  there- 
fore, if  they  were  a  corporation,  to  insert  an  express  provision  that 
they  should  be  liable  to  be  sued  upon  those  contracts.  It  is  true 
that,  according  to  the  authorities  cited  from  Rolle's  Abridgment,  a 
grant  of  land  to  the  men  of  Dale,  and  their  successors,  aiakes  them 
a  corporation,  provided  rent  be  reserved.  The  reservation  of  the 
rent  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  Crown  is.  essential ;  it  gives  the 
Crown  a  remedy  against  the  grantee.  Here  no  rent  was  reserved, 
nor  anything  equivalent  to  rent.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  The 
[*  375]  Conservators  of  the  River  *  Tone,  8  T.  R.  286,  does  not  at 
all  apply  to  the  present.  It  is  part  of  the  prerogative  of 
the  Crown  to  create  a  corporation,  and  there  must  be  a  clear  intent 
to  create  a  corporation  either  by  express  words  or  necessary  impli- 
cation. Here  there  are  neither  express  words  of  incorporation,  nor 
is  there  anything  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  from  which  such  intent 
can  necessarily  be  implied.  The  power  of  taking  land  is  given  to 
the  conservators  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment ;  and  their  power  to  take  land  is  limited  to  the  particular 
purposes  for  which  the  conservators  were  established. 

[Secondly,  he  argued,  thus  assuming  the  conservators  were  a  cor- 
poration entitled  to  sue  as  such,  the  defendants  were  justified  under 

the  special  Acts  above  mentioned.] 
[376]       B.WLEY,  J.     I  entertain  no  doulit  upon  any  of  tlie  questions 

that  have  been  raised  in  tliis  case.  The  first  que.stion  is, 
Whether  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone  are  a  corporation  ?  It  is 
clear  that  a  corporation  may  be  created  by  Act  of  Parliament.  The 
question  therefore  is,  Whether  it  appears  by  the  terms  used  in,  or 
tlic  powers  given  to  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone  by,  the  Act 
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of  Parliament  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  they 
should  be  a  corporation  ?  Now  corporators  take  land  by  succes- 
sion, individuals  by  inheritance,  and  where  individuals  take  as 
joint-tenants  the  land  vests  in  the  survivor  and  the  heirs  of  the 
survivor.  If  the  conservators  took  land  as  individuals,  whenever 
new  conservators  were  appointed  the  right  to  the  land  would  remain 
in  the  conservators  in  whom  it  had  been  before  that  new 
appointment,  unless  it  was  *  conveyed  by  deed  to  the  new  [*  377] 
conservators.  The  statute  of  W.  ITI.  begins  by  enacting 
that  "  the  thirty  persons  therein  named,  and  their  successors  as 
thereinafter  is  mentioned,  shall  be  and  they  are  thereby  declared 
conservators  of  the  river  Tone."  They  are  to  execute  certain  pub- 
lic purposes.  First,  they  are  to  make  and  keep  that  river  navi- 
gable ;  and  next  they  are'  to  reimburse  the  persons  who  have 
subscribed  their  money  to  effect  these  purposes  of  the  Act,  by  pay- 
ing them  their  principal,  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent. ;  and  then  the  surplus,  if  any,  is  to  be  for  the  use,  benefit,  and 
advantage  of  the  poor  of  two  parishes  in  Taunton,  and  that  surplus 
is  to  be  laid  out  in  the  building  of  hospitals  for  the  better  educating 
and  maintaining  poor  children.  The  conservators  do  not  appear 
necessarily  to  have  any  private  purposes  of  their  own  to  answer. 
All  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  appointed  are  distinctly  pointed 
out  by  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  if  they  have  no  private  purpose 
of  their  own  to  answer,  one  should  rather  expect,  a  priori,  that  they 
would  be  made  a  body  corporate,  especially  if  the  functions  which 
they  liave  to  execute  render  that  necessary.  Now,  first,  the  con- 
servators are  enabled,  by  the  name  of  Conservators  of  the  river 
Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  to  take  and  receive  any  gift, 
legacy,  or  grant  of  goods,  chattels,  money,  or  lands  in  fee,  or  for 
any  other  estate  or  term  for  the  uses  aforesaid.  They  are  therefore 
entitled  to  take,  not  in  their  natural  names,  but  by  a  name  which, 
if  they  were  incorporated,  would  be  a  proper  name  of  incorporation, 
and  they  are  to  take  for  the  uses  aforesaid.  All  those  uses,  with 
the  exception  of  that  of  repaying  to  the  individuals  who  have  sub- 
scribed their  principal  and  interest,  are  public  purposes. 
Then  the  Act  empowers  *  any  persons  to  convey  any  estate  [*  37<S] 
to  the  conservators  or  their  successors  without  license  to 
alien  in  mortmain.  That  provision  "  without  license  to  alien  in 
mortmain "  would  have  been  wholly  unnecessary  if  they  took  in 
their  individual  capacity.     The  Act  then  proceeds  to  enact  that  the 
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said  conservators,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  or  any  five  of  them, 
being  appointed  by  the  major  number  of  them  to  be  a  committee 
for  transacting  anything  relating  to  the  ends  aforesaid,  shall  and 
may,  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  make  any  contract,  &c. 
with  any  person  touching  the  premises,  which  contracts  shall  bind 
the  conservators,  and  they  shall  be  liable  to  be  sued  upon  them. 
It  is  said  that  that  implies  that  the  body  at  large  was  not  intended 
to  be  a  corporation  generally.  But  the  power  given  by  that  clause 
is  one  which,  if  it  were  not  expressly  given,  a  corporation  would 
not  have  had.  A  corporation  can  only  do  corporate  acts  at  a  cor- 
porate meeting.  Here  the  Legislature  authorizes  certain  individuals 
of  the  company  to  do  an  act  which  is  to  be  binding  on  the  body  at 
large,  subject  to  a  condition  that  those  acts  shall  be  done  in  writing 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  and  then  enacts  that  the  conservators 
may  sue  or  be  sued  on  such  contracts  by  the  said  name  of  "  The 
conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset."  Now 
it  has  been  contended,  that  as  the  Legislature  gives  a  special  power 
to  the  conservators  to  sue  on  those  contracts  by  the  name  of  the 
Conservators,  that  implies  a  negative,  and  that  they  cannot  there- 
fore be  entitled  to  sue  in  any  other  case  by  that  name.  It  appears 
to  me,  however,  that  that  provision  was  made  for  a  special  reason, 
and  that  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  notion  that  they  were 

a  body  corporate  and  entitled  to  sue  as  such  in  respect  of 
[*  379]   ordinary  *  corporate  acts,  because  the  Legislature  thereby 

gives  them  a  right  to  sue,  not  in  respect  of  an  ordinary  corpo- 
rate act,  but  in  respect  of  an  extraordinary  act,  which  any  five  mem- 
bers nominated  by  the  body  at  large  might  sanction  by  writing  under 
their  hands  and  seals.  That  is  not  a  corporate  act ;  and  if  it  be 
not,  the  corporation  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  sue  in  respect 
of  such  an  act,  unless  a  special  authority  had  been  given  to  them 
for  that  purpose.  Giving  them  that  power  in  that  specific  manner 
in^plies  that  the  Legislature  understood  that  they  had  previously 
given  them  a  right  to  sue  in  their  corporate  name  in  respect  of  any 
ordinary  corporate  act. 

Then  as  to  the  power  given  by  the  44  G.  III.  to  make  by-laws. 
A  corporation,  generally  speaking,  have  a  right  to  make  by-laws 
to  bind  their  own  members,  but  not  to  bind  strangers.  Now  the 
44  G.  III.  authorizes  the  conservators,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  to 
make  any  orders  or  regulations  in  writing  for  the  government  of 
the  boatmen,  bargemen  navigating  boats,  &c.,  or  floating  timber  on 
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the  river.  That  i.s  a  by-law  to  bind  strangers,  which  they  could 
not  have  made  unless  the  Act  of  Parliament  had  enabled  them 
to  do  so.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  furnishes  a  strong  argument  to 
show,  that  the  conservators  were  a  corporation  with  a  power  to 
make  by-laws  in  general  binding  upon  their  own  members,  a 
special  power  being  given  to  them  by  this  clause  to  make  by-laws 
binding  on  others.  The  provision  made  for  filling  up  the  number 
of  conservators  also  shows  that  they  were  intended  to  be  a  corpo- 
ration ;  for  what  would  be  their  state  if  they  were  not  a  corpora- 
tion ?  Thirty  conservators  are  named  in  the  first  place,  and  then, 
when  the  number  is  reduced  to  twenty,  the  surviving  con- 
servators *  are  to  assemble,  and,  by  the  major  part  so  [*  380] 
assembled,  to  choose  ten  other  persons  to  be  joined  to 
themselves  to  be  conservators,  so  as  to  make  up  the  number  thirty. 
"When  the  conservators,  therefore,  are  reduced  to  the  number  of 
twenty,  they  may  add  ten.  Then  what  is  to  be  the  consequence 
of  adding  these  ten  ?  Are  they  to  have  all  the  rights  of  conservators 
as  soon  as  added,  or  is  something  more  required  to  be  done  before 
they  acquire  those  rights  ?  If  the  property  originally  taken  by 
the  conservators,  or  afterwards  given  to  them,  vested  in  them  as 
a  corporation,  the  very  moment  that  the  new  conservators  are 
added  the  corporate  lands  will  vest  in  them  as  well  as  in  the 
former  conservators  ;  but  if  the  land  vested  in  the  conservators,  as 
individuals,  and  not  as  a  corporation, »there  must  be  some  convey- 
ance from  the  twenty  to  vest  the  property  in  the  ten  together  with 
them.  That  would  not  only  occasion  expense,  but  might  also, 
unless  it  was  specifically  provided  for,  make  the  ten,  tenants,  in 
common  with  the  twenty,  whereas  they  ought  to  be  joint-tenants. 
Considering,  therefore,  that  the  Act  authorizes  any  person  to  con- 
vey any  estate  to  the  conservators  and  their  successors,  in  the 
first  instance,  and  that  it  is  necessary  and  convenient  that  the 
new  conservators,  as  soon  as  they  are  elected,  should  have  all 
the  corporate  property  vested  in  them,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
conservators  are  a  corporation  ;  and  if  they  are,  that  they  have  a 
right  to  sue  in  their  corporate  name. 

[The  learned  judge  then  dealt  with  the  other  branch  of  the  case ; 
and  after  considering  the  terms  of  the  Special  Act,  concluded  as 
follows :  — ] 

It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  in  this  case  the  powers  given  [383] 
by  the  Acts  of  Parliament  have  not  been  pursued,  and  the 
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defendants  not  having  ac(|iiired  a  right  to  do  the  acts  complained 
of,  tlie  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

LlTTLEDALK,  J.  1  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.  The  first  question  is,  Whether  the  conser- 
vators of  the  river  Tone  are  a  corporation  ?  Upon  that  it  becomes 
material  to  consider  in  what  way  a  corporation  may  be  formed. 
Now  a  corporation  may  exist,  first,  by  common   law,  as  a  king, 

bishop,  or  parson  ;  secondly,  by  authority  of  Parliament  ; 
[*  384]  *  thirdly,  by  charter  ;   and,  fourthly,  by  prescription.     In 

this  case,  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tone  claim  to  be 
a  corporation  by  authority  of  Parliament.  Tlie  question  then  is, 
Has  tlie  statute  of  William  made  them  a  corporation  ?  To  create 
a  corporation  by  charter  or  Act  of  Parliament  it  is  not  necessary 
that  any  particular  form  of  words  be  used.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
intent  to  incorporate  be  evident.  In  the  case  of  the  Sutton  Hos- 
pital, 10  Co.  Pep.  28,  which  is  the  great  case  on  corporations,  it 
is  laid  down,  that  the  words  "  incofporo,  fundo,  erigo"  are  not,  in 
law,  requisite  to  create  a  corporation,  but  that  other  equivalent 
words  are  sufficient.  None  of  those  words  are  contained  in  this 
Act  of  Parliament ;  and  the  question  is.  Whether  the  Legislature 
lias  used  any  equivalent  words  which  show  a  manifest  intention 
to  incorporate  ?  According  to  the  case  of  Marriott  v.  Mascall, 
Anderson,  206,  a  corporation  is  a  body  politic,  consisting  of  mate- 
rial bodies,  which,  ioincd  together,  must  have  a  name  to  do  things 
which  concern  the  corporation,  or  else  it  is  no  corporation  ;  and  in 
Polle's  Abridgment,  Corporation  512,  citing  the  S^Uton  Hospital 
case,  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  name  of  incorporation  is  as  a  proper 
name,  or  a  name  of  baptism.  A  name,  therefore,  is  essential  to  a 
corporation.  The  Act  of  Parliament  in  this  case  gives  a  name,  viz. 
"  The  Conservators  of  the  Iliver  Tone."  Tlien,  having  a  name,  do 
these  things  which  they  are  empowered  to  do  Ijy  this  Act  show 
that  they  were  intended  to  be  a  corporation  ?  The  Act  begins  by 
reciting  that  "  J.  Mallett,  Esq.,  in  yiursuance  of  a  commission  under 
the  Great  Seal,  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the   First,  had,  at  a  very 

great  expense,  made  the  river  Tone  navigable,  in  considera- 
[*  385]  tion  whereof  King  Charles  the  *  Second  granted  to  Mallett 

and  liis  heirs  the  sole  navigation  of  the  river  ;  and  that  the 
interest  of  Mallett  had  become  vested  in  the  thirty  persons  therein 
named."  It  then  enacts,  "  that  the  said  thirty  persons,  and  their 
successors,  shall  be  conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  and  shall  have 


K.  C.  VOL.  VII.]  SECT.  I.  —  CONSTITUTION.  253 

No.  2.  —  Tone  Conservators  v.  Ash,  10  Barn.  So  Cress.  385,  386. 

power  to  make  and  maintain  the  same  navigable."  It  therefore 
provides,  that  the  conservators  shall  have  a  succession  ;  and  then, 
by  a  subsequent  clause,  means  are  provided  for  filling  up  the 
number  of  conservators.  The  first  of  these  clauses,  therefore, 
shows  a  manifest  intent  that  there  should  be  a  succession  ;  and  the 
second  contains  a  provision  whereby  that  succession  may  be  ren- 
dered perpetual.  Then  the  conservators  are  to  do  certain  things 
towards  making  and  keeping  the  river  Tone  navigable.  They  are 
to  cut  a  channel  through  the  lands  of  others,  and  make  wharfs  ; 
and  as  the  doing  of  those  things  may  be  prejudicial  to  the  inherit- 
ance of  persons  that  have  lands  adjoining  to  the  river,  it  is  enacted 
that  the  conservators  shall  contract  for  the  loss  or  damage  which 
any  of  those  persons  shall  receive  by  making  the  river  navigable; 
and  if  any  of  the  owners  of  the  land  and  the  conservators  cannot 
agree  touching  the  value  thereof,  or  if  the  title  in  possession,  remain- 
der, or  reversion,  be  in  an  infant,  feme  covert,  or  any  other  person 
unable  in  law  to  make  a  contract  concerning  any  of  the  said  lands, 
either  for  the  present  or  so  as  to  bind  the  inheritance  and  fee- 
simple  of  the  same,  a  jury  is  to  be  summoned ;  and  after  the  jury 
have  assessed  the  value,  and  after  payment  of  the  money  assessed, 
the  conservators  may  enter  on  the  land ;  and  if  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  land  do  not  appear,  the  jury  may  proceed  in  their 
absence  to  determine  the  value,  and  their  determination  shall  be 
valid,  and  vest  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  the  conservators 
and  tlieir  successors.  They  *  are,  therefore,  to  take  lands  [*  386] 
in  succession,  as  a  corporation  would  do,  and  not  by 
inheritance  as  individuals.  It  then  contains  a  provision  for  reim- 
bursing the  subscribers  by  tolls  and  for  lessening  those  tolls,  after 
they  shall  have  been  paid  the  principal  advanced  and  interest ;  and 
after  they  shall  have  been  fully  reimbursed,  the  surplus  tolls  are  to 
be  employed  for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  two  parishes  therein 
mentioned.  It  then  enacts,  that  for  the  better  preserving  and  keep- 
ing the  river  Tone  navigable  wdien  made  so,  there  shall  always  be 
conservators  of  the  said  river,  and  that  the  persons  therein  named 
shall  be  conservators,  to  continue  during  their  lives  ;  and  that  when 
the  number  shall  be  reduced  to  twenty^  the  survivors  shall  choose 
ten  others  to  make  up  the  number  thirty,  and  they  are  enabled,  by 
the  name  of  "  The  conservators  of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset,"  to  take  and  receive  any  gift,  legacy,  or  grant  of  goods, 
chattels,  money,  or  lands  in  fee,  or  for  any  other  estate  or  term 
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for  the  uses  aforesaid.  What  can  be  more  directly  forming  them 
into  a  corporation,  without  using  the  word  "  incorporate  '  ?  It 
has  been  held,  that  if  the  king  grant  land  to  the  men  of  D., 
hwrcdihus  et  siiccessoribus  suis,  rendering  rent,  for  anything  touch- 
ing this  land  they  are  a  corporation,  but  for  no  other  purpose. 
Kolle's  Abr.  tit.  Corporation,  513.  (F),  pi.  15.  There  it  is  implied, 
from  the  word  succcssorihus,  that  the  king  intended  them  to  be  a 
corporation.  It  is  true,  the  rendering  of  rent  is  there  stated  to  be 
essential.  That  may  be  to  show  that  the  king  has  not  been  de- 
ceived when  he  made  the  grant ;  but  that  reason  does  not  apply 
to  the  case  of  a  corporation  created  by  Act  of  Parliament.  Besides, 
the  obligation  of  the  conservators  to  advance  money  for 
[*  387]  the  purpose  of  *  making  the  river  navigable,  and  to  per- 
form the  other  duties  cast  upon  them,  is  equivalent  to, 
and  more  onerous  than  the  obligation  imposed  on  the  men  of  Dale 
to  pay  rent.  The  Act  of  Parliament,  therefore,  contains  provisions 
which  show  a  manifest  intent  in  the  Legislature  to  make  the  con- 
servators of  the  river  Tone  a  corporation  ;  and  if  that  be  so,  then 
they  are  a  corporation  for  all  the  purposes  of  keeping  the  river 
Tone  navigable,  and  all  the  incidents  of  a  corporation  will  attach 
to  them.  The  case  of  the  Sulton  Hospital,  10  Co.  Rep.  28,  shows, 
that  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  thing  incident  to  a  corporation 
should  be  conferred  on  it  by  express  words  in  the  charter  which 
makes  the  corporation.  One  of  the  incidents  to  a  corporation  is, 
that  it  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  its  corporate  name.  The  several 
clauses  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  I  have  referred  to  are  amply 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  conservators  are  a  corporation  ;  and  if 
they  are,  then,  as  incident  to  a  corporation,  they  have  a  right  to 
sue,  and  are  liable  to  be  sued,  by  their  corporate  name.  Any 
doubt  on  that  point  (if  there  were  any)  is  removed  by  the  clause 
which  gives  a  special  power  to  a  committee  of  five  of  the  conser- 
vators to  make  contracts  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
and  to  the  conservators  the  right  to  sue,  and  imposes  on  them  tlie 
liability  to  be  sued  on  such  contracts  by  the  name  of  the  Conser- 
vators of  the  river  Tone.  Without  such  a  provision  they  could 
only  sue  or  be  sued  in  respect  of  a  contract  entered  into  by  the 
corporate  Ixjdy.  The  Legislature,  therefore,  by  making  this  special 
provision,  must  have  assumed,  that  for  all  matters  done  by  the 
cor})orate  body  (and  not  by  tlie  committee)  they  may  sue 
[*  388]  or  be  sued  in  their  *  corporate  name.     I  am  therefore  of 
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opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  a  corporation,  and  are  entitled  to 
sue  as  such  for  any  breaches  of  contract,  or  for  any  trespasses 
committed  on  their  property. 

Then,  if  that  be  so,  the  Conservators  of  the  river  Tone  were  in 
possession  of  property,  and  the  defendants  have  committed  a 
trespass  on  that  property.  They  are  therefore  liable  in  this  action, 
unless  they  can  show  that  they  were  authorized  to  do  the  same  by 
law. 

[He  agreed  in  the  conclusion  that  the  defendants  were  not 
justified.] 

Parke,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  are  two  [390] 
questions  in  this  case.  First,  Whether  this  action  is  main- 
tainable by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  corporate  name  of  "  The  Conserva- 
tors of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,"  for  an  injury  done 
to  their  works,  locks,  ponds,  and  pens,  and  real  property  described  in 
the  declaration  ?  Secondly,  Whether  the  defendants,  who  appear 
to  justify  under  the  Bridgewater  and  Taunton  Canal  Company, 
had  a  right  to  enter  and  take  a  portion  of  that  property  by  virtue 
of  any  power  given  to  the  Bridgewater  and  Taunton  Canal  Com- 
pany ?  As  to  the  first  question,  it  appears  that  the  property  on 
which  the  injury  was  committed  was  acquired  by  the  Conservators 
of  the  river  Tone  by  the  statute  10  &  11  W.  TIL, and  by  virtue  of  an 
inquisition  taken  under  it  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  that 
statute.  By  that  statute,  the  land  taken  under  the  inquisition  is 
vested  in  the  Conservators  of  the  river  Tone  and  their  successors. 
The  question  is,  whether,  taking  all  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  together,  it  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  they  should  be  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  acquiring  and  holding  land  ?  If  it  does,  *  then  it  [*  391] 
follows,  as  an  incident  to  their  being  a  corporation,  that 
they  may  maintain  an  action  for  an  injury  to  their  corporate 
property,  and  that  they  may  plead  and  be  impleaded  in  their 
corporate  name,  without  having  any  special  authority  for  that 
purpose.  It  appears  to  me,  from  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament, that  they  are  made  a  corporation,  not  by  express  words, 
but  by  necessary  implication.  There  are  several  authorities  col- 
lected in  Rolle's  Abridgment,  tit.  Corporation,  and  Viner's  Abr. 
Corporation,  which  show  that  a  corporation  may  be  created  by 
charter  by  implication.  One  is,  "If  the  King  grant  land  to  the 
men  of  Dale,  their  heirs  and  successors,  rendering  a  rent ;  for  any 


256  CORPOKATION.  —  I'AliT    I. 

No.  2.  —  Tone  Conservators  v.  Ash,  10  Barn.  &o  Cress.  391-393.  -  Notes. 

thing  toueliing  that  laud,  but  not  to  other  purposes,  they  are  a 
corporation."  The  condition  that  the  land  l)e  subject  to  a  rent  may 
operate  in  one  of  two  ways.  It  may  prevent  the  grant  from  being 
void  for  want  of  consideration.  If  that  be  the  reason  why  the 
reservation  of  a  rent  is  essential  for  the  purpose  of  making  tlie 
men  of  Dale  a  corporation,  it  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  For 
this  is  not  a  grant  by  the  Crown,  but  by  the  three  estates  assembled 
in  Parliament,  and  there  can  be  no  deceit  on  the  Crown.  If  the 
reason  why  a  reservation  of  rent  is  necessary,  be  to  give  the  Crown 
a  remedy,  then  it  appears  that  by  reason  of  the  provision  of  this 
Act  of  Parliament  the  Crown  will  have  a  remedy  against  the  con- 
servators ;  for  there  are  obligations  cast  on  the  Conservators  of  the 
river  Tone  in  respect  of  that  property  in  whicli  the  public  have  an 
interest,  and  obligations  equal  to  or  more  onerous  than  that  of 
rendering  rent ;  and  the  conservators  may  be  indicted  for  not 
applying  the  property  to  the  uses  there  stated  for  the  benefit  of 

the  public.  The  case,  however,  does  not  rest  on  that  ;  for 
[*  392]  this  Act  of  Parliament  enacts,  that  there  shall  always  *  be 

conservators,  and  reserves  a  power  of  amotion  for  misbeha- 
viour ;  besides  they  are  expressly  enabled  by  the  name  of  "  The  Con- 
servators of  the  river  Tone,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,"  to  take  lands 
in  fee  to  them,  and  their  successors.  It  seems  to  follow,  by  neces- 
sary implication  from  this  provision,  that  for  the  purpose  of  acquir- 
ing and  holding  real  property  necessary  for  maintaining  the 
navigation,  they  are  a  corporation  ;  and  then  it  is  a  necessary  con- 
sequence that  they  have  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  in  their 
corporate  name  for  an  injury  done  to  that  proj)erty. 

[On   the  second    point  he  agreed   that   the  defendants 
[*  393]  were  not  justified,  and  concluded  :  —  ]     As  the  *  plaintiffs 

can  maintain  an  action  in  their  corporate  name  they  are 
entitled  to  a  verdict. 

Judgment  for  the  j^laintiffs. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Tlie  position  of  the  Tone  Conservators  was  again  discussed  in  a  case 
•which  follows  the  report  of  the  principal  case  in  10  B.  &  C.  That 
was  the  case  of  The  Brldgenmter  and,  Taunton  Canal  Co.  v.  Bluett 
(1829),  10  B.  &  C.  393.  One  of  the  questions  there  was  whether  the 
Tone  Conservators  were  a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  tolls. 
The  Canal  company  failed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
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magistrates  liaJ  been  irregularly  conducted,  and  that  consequently  the 
amount  which  had  been  assessed  by  them  could  not  be  recovered  in  an 
action;  but  the  Court  at  the  same  time  prefaced  its  judgment  with 
remarks  pointing  to  a  clear  opinion  that  the  decision  in  the  principal 
case  entitled  the  Tone  Conservators  to  the  tolls,  as  profits  of  the  lands. 

The  Tone  Conservators,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  principal  case,  were 
incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament.  A  similar  rule  exists  in  the 
case  of  a  Crown  Grant:  2  D'Anvers  Abr.  tit.  Corporations  F.  pi.  1; 
2  Eoll.  Abr.  197,  Graunts  del  rey  (H.).  The  cases  fall  within 
the  principles  already  discussed  under  the  title  "Ambiguity"  in  the 
Notes  to  Sir  Walter  Hungerford' s  Case,  2  R.  C.  763,  764,  To  these 
cases  may  be  added  that  of  the  Borougli  of  Yarmouth  (1611),  2  Brownl. 
&  Gold.  292.  King  John  by  his  letters  patent  had  granted  that  the 
borough  of  Yarmouth  should  be  incorporated.  The  grant  was  made 
*'  burijensibus,''''  but  di|l  not  name  their  successors.  Upon  this  an  objec- 
tion was  taken  that  the  grant  was  not  good;  but  the  Court  overruled  the 
objection.  So  too  in  an  Anoni/mous  Case  reported  in  D\-er  (100,  pi.  70) 
it  was  held  in  the  Star  Chamber,  by  Bromley,  C.  J.,  Sir  Johx  Baker, 
and  others,  that  a  grant  by  charter  from  the  Crown  ^' probis  homihibus 
vUIae  de  Islinr/ton,"  without  saying  '■^Habendum  els  et  heredibus  vel 
successoribifs  suis,"  rendering  rent,  incorporates  the  inhabitants  in  per- 
petuity, or  until  the  Crown  shall  resume  possession  of  the  land. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

"  Xo  certain  forms  are  necessary  to  a  grant  of  corporate  franchises,  unless 
required  by  the  Constitution ;  but  any  expression  showing  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  Legislature  to  confer  the  right  to  exercise  corporate  powers  is 
sufficient."  Morawetz  on  Private  Corporations,  sect.  9.  See  1  Thompson  on 
Corporations,  sect.  39. 

In  Thomas  v.  Dakin,  22  Wendell  (Xew  York),  103,  it  was  said :  "  It  has 
been  impossible  for  me  to  see  the  force  of  the  argument,  that  liecause  the 
Legislature  have  constantly  avoided  to  call  these  associations  or  any  of  their 
machinery  a  corporation,  therefore  we  cainiot  adjudge  them  to  be  so.  If  they 
have  the  attributes  of  corporations,  if  they  are  so  in  the  nature  of  things,  we 
can  no  moi'e  refuse  to  regard  them  as  such  than  we  could  refuse  to  acknowl- 
edge John  or  George  to  be  natural  persons,  because  the  Legislature  may,  in 
making  provisions  for  their  benefit,  have  been  pleased  to  designate  them  as 
belonging  to  some  other  species." 

So  in  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Maasachusetts,  10  Wallace  (L".  S.  Supr.  Ct.),  566, 
it  was  held  that  a  company  formed  in  England  under  Acts  of  Parliament  con- 
ferring corporate  franchises,  but  expressly  providing  that  they  should  not  be 
deemed  to  incorporate  the  company,  was  a  corporation  within  the  intent  of 
statutes  in  this  country.  IMiller,  J.,  said  :  "  But  whatever  may  be  the  effect 
of  such  a  declaration  in  the  Courts  of  that  country,  it  cannot  alter  the  essen- 
tial nature  of  a  corporation  or  prevent  the  Courts  of  another  jurisdiction 
VOL.  VII.  — 17 
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from  iiuiuiviiig  into  its  true  character,  whenever  that  may  come  in  issue." 
And  the  Court  held  that  in  tliis  country  the  indivi(hial  responsibihty  of  the 
sharehohlers  for  the  debts  of  the  association  is  not  incompatible  with  the 
theory  of  a  corporation,  and  that  this  association  was  taxable  under  the  local 
law. 

In  Mahoney  v.  Bank,  4  Arkansas,  620,  it  was  said:  '-It  is  true  that  there 
are  no  express  words  incorporating  any  particular  persons,  still  the  fund  is 
placed  under  the  management  and  control  of  a  given  number  of  directory, 
who  are  required  to  be  elected  by  the  Legislatiu-e,  and  the  usual  )>o\vers  of 
banking  conferred  upon  them.  .  .  .  They  are  certainly  not  declared  in  ex- 
press words  to  be  incorporated  ;  but  still  the  powers  and  authority  conferred 
upon  them  in  regard  to  banking  cannot  exist  unless  they  are  so  incorporated. 
No  particular  form  of  words  or  mode  of  expression  is  necessary  to  create  a 
corporation.  All  the  authorities  show  that  a  corporation  may  be  established 
by  necessary  implication,  as  well  as  by  express  grant.  Hence  that  implica- 
tion unquestionably  arises,  or  you  must  abrogate  all  the  powers  of  tlie  direc- 
tory which  the  chai'ter  gives  them."  / 

This  doctrine  was  explicitly  declared  in  Commonwenlth  v.  Westchester  It. 
Co.,  3  Grant  (Penn.),  "iOO,  and  in  Canal  Co.  v.  Conuiuntrealth,  50  Pennsylvania 
State,  899.  In  the  latter  the  Court  said:  "What  matters  it  that  the  terms  of 
incorporation  are  less  formal  than  usual?  The  intention  to  create  the  a.sso- 
ciation  of  individuals  who  might  purchase  any  of  the  public  works  a  cor- 
poration, is  not  only  apparent  in  the  Act,  but  it  is  manifest  that  such  an 
organization  was  absolutely  necessary  to  the  numagement  and  enjoyment  of 
such  a  pi'operty." 

In  Dean  v.  Davis,  51  California,  406,  it  was  held  that  a  levee  district,  with 
power  to  contract,  incur  debts,  hire  employees,  with  a  coi-porate  name  and  i)er- 
petual  succession,  is  a  corporation,  although  not  so  expressly  declared  in  the 
act  of  creation.     "  It  will  be  sufficient  if  the  intent  clearly  appears." 

In  Bow  V.  AUenstown,  34  New  Hampshire,  351 ;  69  Am.  Dec.  489,  it  was 
held  that  where  no  charter  or  Act  of  incor2)oration  of  a  town  could  be  found, 
it  might  be  proved  a  town  by  reputation  and  prescription.  So  in  Coninirs  of 
Bath  V.  Bnyd.  1  Iredell  Law  (Xo.  Car.),  194,  a  town  was  held  to  be  incorpo- 
rated by  an  Act  granting  lands  "to  said  town,"  "for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
the  inhabitants  of  Bath  town,"  &c.,  under  the  care  of  "the  commissioners  of 
said  town." 

"  All  the  l)ooks  agree  that  no  particular  form  of  words  is  essential  to  the 
creation  of  a  corporation.  If  the  legislative  intention  is  manifested  clearly  to 
clothe  an  association  of  persons  with  rights,  privileges,  and  powers,  to  be  en- 
joyed and  exercised  by  a  collective  name,  and  for  designated  purposes,  and  in  a 
corporate  capacity,  the  association  by  implication  is  a  corporation."  Grangers' 
Life  Sf  Health  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamper.  73  Alal)ama.  325 

Where  a  corporation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  tlie  evident  purpose  of  the 
Act.  a  corporate  existence  may  be  inferred  without  express  words  of  creation. 
Walsh  V.  Trustee.%  96  New  York,  427,  436. 

Judge  Dii.i.ox,  in  his  celebrated  treatise  on  Municipal  Corporation.s,  says 
(sect.  43) :  "  Although  corporations  in  this  country  are  created  by  statute,  still 
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the  rule  is  liere  also  settled  that  not  only  private  corporations  aggregate,  but 
nmnicipal  or  public  cor-porations,  may  be  established  without  any  particular 
Ibrni  of  words  or  technical  mode  of  expression,  though  such  words  are  com- 
monly employed."  Citing  the  principal  case.  "  If  powers  and  privileges  are 
conferred  upon  a  body  of  men,  or  upon  the  residents  or  inhabitants  of  a  town 
or  district,  and  if  the  purposes  intended  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  without 
acting  in  a  corporate  capacity,  a  corporation  is  to  this  extent  created  by  im- 
plication. The  question  turns  upon  the  intent  of  the  legislature,  and  this  can 
be  shown  constructively,  as  well  as  expressly."  Citing  Denton  v.  Jackson, 
2  John.son  Chancery  (New  York),';520  (Kent,  Ch.)  ;  SlehJiins  v.  Jennings,  10 
Pickering  (Mass.),  172  (Shaw,  C.  J.).  See  Beach  on  Public  Corporations, 
vol.  i.,  p.  48. 

In  Inhabitants,  §-c.  v.  Wood,  13  Massachusetts,  193,  the  inhabitants  of  sev- 
eral school  districts  were  empowered  to  raise  money  and  expend  it  for  school 
purposes,  and  this  was  held  to  constitute  them  a  corporation  with  power  to 
take  a  lease  of  land  and  erect  a  schoolhouse.  The  Court  said  :  "  That  tliey 
are  not  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  with  the  general  powers  of  corjjorations, 
nmst  be  admitted  ;  and  the  reasoning  and  authorities  advanced  to  show  this 
defect  of  power  are  conclusive.  The  same  may  be  said  of  towns  and  other 
municipal  societies,  which,  although  recognized  by  various  statutes,  and  by 
immemorial  usage,  as  persons  or  aggregate  corporations,  with  precise  duties 
which  may  be  enforced,  and  privileges  which  may  be  maintained,  by  suits  at 
law,  are  yet  deficient  in  many  of  the  powers  incident  to  the  general  character 
of  corporations.  They  may  be  considered,  under  our  institutions,  as  quasi 
corporations,  with  limited  powers,  co-extensive  with  the  duties  imposed  upon 
tliein  by  statute  or  usage,  but  restrained  from  a  general  use  of  the  authority 
which  belongs  to  these  metaphysical  persons  by  the  common  law.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  all  the  numerous  corporations  which  have  been  from  time  to 
time  created  by  the  various  Acts  of  the  Legislature,  all  of  them  enjoying  the 
power  which  is  expressly  bestowed  upon  them,  and  perhaps,  in  all  instances 
where  the  Act  is  silent,  possessing  by  necessary  imiilication  the  authority 
which  is  necessary  to  execute  the  purposes  of  their  creation.  They  differ  in 
character  also  from  those  corporations  which  exist  at  common  law,  in  some 
particidars.  It  is  not  necessary  that  our  municipal  corporations  should  act 
under  seal  in  order  to  bind  themselves  or  obligate  others  to  them.  A  vote  of 
the  body  is  sufficient  for  this  purpose ;  and  this  mode  has  prevailed  with  the 
proprietors  of  common  and  undivided  land,  even  in  the  disposition  of  their 
real  property,  contrary  to  the  general  provisions' of  law  respecting  the  transfer 
of  real  estate.  It  will  not  do  therefore  to  apply  the  strict  principles  of  law 
respecting  corporations  in  all  cases  to  these  aggregate  bodies  which  are  cre- 
ated by  statute  in  this  Commonwealth."  To  the  same  effect  Denton  v.  Jack- 
son, 2  Johnson  Chancery  (New  York),  320,  Kent,  Chancellor. 

Legislative  recognition  of  incorporation  is  sufficient.  People  v.  Farnham, 
35  Illinois,  562 ;  Mclntire  v.  Zanesville  Canal  Co.,  9  Ohio,  203 ;  Williams  v. 
fJnion  Bank,  2  Humphreys  (Tennessee),  339.  As  where  there  was  a  royal  grant 
of  lands  to  a  society,  and  a  statute  recited  that  the  society  was  a  corporation 
holding  lands.     Society  v.  Paiolet,  4  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  480. 
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But  a  corporation  will  not  be  created  by  implication  unless  it  is  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  creation.  So  held  in  tlie  case  of  the  Brook- 
lyn Biid^e  C'onij>any  (  [Vatgh  v.  Trusters,  ^'c,  JHi  New  York,  427),  where  it  was 
deemed  that  the  purposes  of  the  charter  could  be  effectuated  by  regarding;-  the 
trustees  as  mere  agents  of  the  municipalities  of  the  cities  of  New  York  and 
Brooklyu,  and  so  not  a  corpoi'ation  responsible  for  the  consequences  to  a  thiid 
person  of  a  negligent  act  of  a  labourer  in  their  employ.  So  a  resolve  of  the 
Executive  Council  of  Massachusetts,  establishing  a  military  company  "agree- 
ably to  military  law  "  was  held  not  to  confer  incorporation.  Sheltun  v.  Banks, 
H)  Gray,  401. 


Kg.  3  — THE   BAILIFFS,   &c.   OF   TEWKESBUEY   v. 
BRICKNELL. 


(c.  p.  1809.) 

RULE. 

Ancient  charters,  of  obscure  or  dubious  meaning,  may 
be  expounded  by  evidence  of  usage. 

The  Bailiffs,  &c.  of  Tewkesbury  v.  Bricknell. 

2  Taunt.  120-141  (s.  c.  11  R.  R.  S.-JT). 

Corporation.  —  Ancient  Charter.  — Atnhiguity. 

[120]  The  seller  of  corn  by  sample  in  a  market  is  benefited  by  the  market 
as  well  as  the  seller  of  corn  which  is  pitched  there  in  bulk  and  sold. 

And  if  he  refuses  to  pay  the  same  toll  which  is  paid  by  the  seller  of  corn  in 
bulk,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  against  him  for  the  injury  done  to  the  market 
in  .selhng  by  sample. 

The  burgage  tenants  in  Tewkesbury  are  not  exemjit  from  the  payment  of 
toll  in  the  market  there. 

Ancient  charters,  of  obscure  or  dul>ious  meaning,  shall  be  expounded  by 
contemporaneous  usage. 

A  grant  of  immunity  to  burgesses,  their  heirs  and  successors,  was  ex- 
pounded by  the  usage  to  be  a  grant  to  the  burgesses,  corporators  only,  and 
not  to  the  burgage  tenants  and  their  heirs. 

If  the  grantee  of  a  royal  franchise,  as  toll,  grant  an  immunity  thereout, 
and  the  franchise  of  toll  afterwards  became  extinct  by  unity  of  possession  in 
the  Crown,  the  immunity  does  not  thereby  cease  ;  and  if  the  Crown  regrants 
the  toll,  the  grantee  must  take  it  still  subject  to  the  imnmnity. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case ;  the  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1807,  and  long 
before,  and  still,  were  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  market  holden 
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in  Tewkesbury,  upon  a  Wednesday  in  every  week  tlirougliout  tlie 
year,,  except  upon  Christmas-day  when  it  happened  on  a  Wednes- 
day, for  the  buying  and  selling  of  corn  and  grain,  and  other 
merchandises  usually  sold  in  markets,  and  that  by  reason  thereof 
the  plaintifi's  of  right  ought  to  have  a  reasonable  toll  of  all  corn  and 
grain  brought  into  the  market  to  be  sold,  and  there  sold  on  any  such 
market  day,  not  being  corn  or  grain  sold  in  that  market  by  or  to 
any  freeman  of  the  borough,  nor  the  corn  or  grain  of  any  other 
person  or  persons  legally  exempt  from  the  payment  of  such  toll, 
that  is  to  say,  one  peck,  to  wit,  two  gallons  and  one  quart,  of  and 
for  every  48  bushels  of  corn  or  grain,  each  bushel  containing  9 
"allons  of  corn  or  grain,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  brought 
within  the  said  market  to  be  sold,  and  there  sold,  and  so  in  pro- 
portion for  a  greater  or  lesser  quantity ;  yet  the  defendant,  well 
knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving  and  fraudulently  and  mali- 
ciously intending  to  injure  and  prejudice  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
lielialf,  and  to  defraud  and  deprive  them  of  a  great  part  of  the  tolls 
and  profits  of  their  market,  and  to  hinder  them  from  enjoying  the 
benefit  and  profit  of  their  market  in  so  ample  and  beneficial 
a  manner  as  of  *  right  they  ought  to  enjoy  the  same,  on  [*121] 
Wednesday  the  7th  of  January,  being  a  market  day,  the  de- 
fendant not  being  a  freeman  of  the  borough,  nor  a  person  legally 
exempt  from  tlie  payment  of  tlie  toll,  wrongfully,  injuriously,  de- 
ceitfully, and  fraudulently,  sold  in  the  said  market  in  Tewkesbury, 
to  one  Joseph  Buckle,  then  not  being  a  freeman  of  the  l)orough,  nor 
a  person  legally  exempt  from  the  payment  of  the  toll,  4.5  Inishels 
of  beans,  by  sample,  that  is  to  say,  of  the  same  and  like  quality 
with  a  small  parcel  of  beans,  which  the  defendant  then  and  there 
produced  to  the  said  Joseph  as  and  for  a  sample  of  the  beans  so 
sold;  the  said  beans  or  any  part  thereof  not  being  in  the  market  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  nor  brought  by  the  defendant  into  the  market 
to  be  there  sold,  and  the  defendant  tlien  and  there  well  knowing 
that  the  said  beans  had  not  been  brought  to  the  market  to  be  sold, 
and  were  not  in  the  market  at  the  time  of  selling  thereof,  the 
defendant  having  wilfuHy  and  fraudulently  omitted  to  bring  the 
said  beans  to  the  market,  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  the  tolls 
thereof;  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were  prevented  from  taking,  and 
did  not,  nor  could  take  their  toll  due  to  them  as  aforesaid,  of, 
from,  and  out  of  the  said  beans  as  they  might  and  should  have  done 
if  the  same  had  been  brought  and  placed  in  the  market  by  the 
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defendant  to  be  there  suld,  and  had  been  there  sold :  but  lost  and 
were  deprived  of  the  same  toll,  and  could  not  have  and  enjoy  their 
market,  and  the  tolls  and  profits  thereof,  in  so  ample  and  beneficial 
a  manner  as  of  right  they  ought  to  have  had,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have  and  enjoy  the  same,  to  wit,  at  Tewkesbury.  There 
were  three  other  counts  in  the  declaration,  varying  from  the  first 
in  some  minute  particulars,  but  not. essential  to  the  statement  of 
this  case :  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue ;  and  the  cause 
was  tried  before  Chambre,  J.,  at  Gloucester,  at  the  Spring  as- 
[*  122]  sizes,  1808,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintifl's  *  with 
l^'.  damages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  a 
case,  the  parts  of  which  principally  relied  on  were  as  follows  :  — 

A  market  hath  from  time  immemorial  been  holden  at  Tewkes- 
bury on  every  Wednesday  in  the  year,  except  on  Cliristmas-day 
when  it  happens  to  fall  on  a  Wednesday,  for  the  sale  of  corn  and 
other  dead  victuals  and  merchandise.  All  corn  and  grain  brought 
into  this  market  to  be  sold,  and  there  sold  in  bulk,  has  from  time 
immemorial  paid  a  toll  of  12  dishes,  amounting  to  one  peck,  on 
every  48  bushels,  and  so  proportionably  more  or  less  according  to 
the  quantity,  unless  the  buyer  or  seller  thereof  hath  been  a  person 
exempt  from  such  toll.  By  an  inquisition  taken  in  the  8tli  year 
of  King  Edward  II.,  upon  the  death  of  Gill)ert  de  Clare,  Earl  of 
Gloucester,  it  was  found  that  the  Earl,  .on  the  day  of  his  death, 
held  in  fee  the  manor  of  Tewkesbury  with  the  appurtenances,  of 
the  King  in  capite,  by  knight's  service.  The  inquisition  enumer- 
ates the  burgages,  customary  tenements,  and  other  lands  in  the 
manor  and  borough  of  Tewkesbury,  and  the  value  of  the  rents  and 
works,  and  the  profits  of  the  Courts  Leet,  and  Borough  Court,  and 
many  other  particulars,  usually  belonging  to  a  feudal  lord  in  those 
times  ;  and  the  value  of  the  tolls  of  the  borough  is  found  to  be  100s., 
and  the  value  of  the  whole  manor  with  the  borough,  £131  5s.  6^. 
This  Gilbert  de  Clare,  by  his  charter  made  in  the  7  Edw.  II.  (recit- 
ing that  William  and  Hobert,  formerly  Earls  of  Gloucester  and 
Hereford,  had,  for  them  and  their  heirs,  l)y  their  charters  granted 
and  confirmed  to  the  burgesses  of  Tewkesbury  and  their  successors, 
the  liberties  therein  mentioned),  granted  and  confirmed  (among 
other  things),  to  the  said  burgesses  of  the  said  l)orough,  that  they 
should  have  and  hold  their  burgages  ))y  free  .service,  at  the  rent  of 
l.s.  for  a  burgage :  And  that  the  same  burgesses  should  be 
[*  123]    quit  of  toll  and  of  custom  within  the  lordships  of  the  *  said 
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Earl  in  the  honour  of  Gloucester,  and  elsewhere  in  England, 
according  to  ancient  usage.  Tlie  honour  of  Gloucester  having 
afterwards  become  vested  in  the  Crown,  Edward  III.,  by  a 
charter  in  the  second  year  of  his  reign,  containing  an  Tns'peximus 
and  recital  of  the  charter  of  Gilbert  de  Clare,  and  particularly 
mentioning  the  said  clause  of  exemption  of  toll  and  custom,  did, 
for  a  fine  made  to  him  by  the  said  burgesses,  grant,  for  him  and 
his  heirs,  that  the  same  burgesses,  and  their  heirs  and  successors,, 
burgesses  of  the  same  town,  might  be  quit  for  ever  from  toll, 
pavage,  murage,  pontage,  passage,  key  age,  piscage,  stickage,  and 
stallage,  and  from  all  other  such  like  customs,  as  well  within  the 
liberty  of  the  said  Earls,  as  elsewhere  throughout  all  this  king- 
dom. The  market  in  Tewkesbury,  and  the  tolls,  have  been 
sanctioned  and  confirmed  by  several  ancient  charters  of  the  follow- 
ing dates,  viz.,  the  4th  of  April,  1574,  17  Eliz.  ;  and  the  18th  of 
October,  3  Jac.  I.  :  and  on  the  22d  of  March,  7  Jac.  I.  the  King, 
by  charter  of  that  date,  in  consideration  of  £2453  7s.  4:d.  granted 
to  the  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty  of  Tew^kesbury,  the 
manor  and  hundred  of  Tewkesbury,  and  divers  messuages,  rents, 
fines,  &c. ,  therein  particularized,  theretofore  parcel  of  the  posses- 
sions of  Lord  Seymour,  attainted ;  also  all  markets,  fairs,  &c. , 
within  the  borough,  and  all  fairs,  markets,  stallage,  toll,  toll- 
custom,  customs,  pickage,  &c. ,  within  the  said  borough,  and  the 
reversions  and  profits  of  tolls,  toll-custom,  customs,  and  subsidies 
of  whatever  beasts,  cattle,  things,  and  merchandises,  at  whatsoever 
markets  or  fairs  within  the  said  borougli  sold,  or  to  be  sold.  Until 
about  30  or  40  years  back,  all  com  and  grain  was  pitched  in  the 
market-house,  or  street  adjoining,  and  sold  in  bulk.  Since  that 
period,  a  practice  has  gradually  prevailed  of  selling  in  the  market 
by  sample ;  but  in  such  case  the  customary  toll  of  the  corn 
has  also  till  lately  *been  taken  by  the  plaintiffs,  when  the  [*124] 
com  has  been  delivered  in  Tewkesbury.  On  Wednesday 
the  7th  day  of  January,  1807,  the  defendant,  knowing  the  plain- 
tiffs' claim  of  toll  on  corn  or  grain  sold  in  their  market,  whether 
by  sample  or  in  bulk,  sold  by  sample  to  one  Joseph  Buckle,  45 
bushels  of  beans,  to  be  delivered  in  Tewkesbury.  At  the  time  of 
the  sale,  the  beans  so  sold  by  the  defendant  to  Buckle  had  not  been 
pitched  in  the  market,  or  paid  toll  as  if  they  had  been  pitched ; 
afterwards,  on  the  14th  day  of  January  in  the  same  year,  these  beans 
were  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  Buckle  in  Tewkesbury.      At  the 
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time  of  the  delivery,  and  wiiile  the  beans  were  in  the  wagon  of 
the  defendant,  the  customary  toll  thereof  was  demanded  of  the 
defendant  by  the  proper  officers  of  the  corporation;  but  tlie  defend- 
ant refused  to  permit  them  to  take  the  same.  Buckle  was  at  the 
time  of  this  purchase,  and  continually  since,  seised  and  possessed 
of  one  of  the  ancient  burgage  tenements,  and  paid  the  yearly  rent 
of  Is.  to  the  corporation.  There  was  no  ground  of  exemption  of 
•the  beans  in  question  from  the  toll,  unless  it  was  furnished  by 
Buckle  being  such  burgage  tenant,  and  so  far  back  as  the  memory 
of  living  witnesses  went,  no  exemption  had  in  fact  ever  been 
allowed  to  any  person  but  a  freeman  of  the  borough.  Neither  the 
buyer  nor  the  seller  in  this  case  was  a  freeman  ;  all  other  persons, 
except  freemen,  had,  as  far  back  as  the  memory  of  living  witnesses 
went,  always  paid  the  tolls;  and  the  exemption  from  toll  had 
never,  as  far  back  as  those  witnesses  could  remend)er,  l)een  claimed 
by  or  allowed  to  a  burgage  tenant.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  was,  Whether  the  i)laintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover? 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover,   the  verdict  was    to    stand :    if    not,    a  nonsuit   was   to   be 

entered. 
[*125]       *This  case  was  twice  most  elaborately  argued,  first  in 

Easter  term,  1809,  by  Manley,  Serjt. ,  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  Best,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant;  and  again  in  the  present  term 
by  Williams,  Serjt,  for  the  ])laintiffs,  and  Shepherd,  Serjt,  for 
the  defendant 

Arguments  for  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  resolved  in  Ashhy  v.  IT//  iff, 
1  Salk.  19;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  45  ;  No.  1,  "  Action,"  1  R  C.  521,  thnttlie 
right  and  remedy  are  converti])les,  and  that  an  action  well  lies  for 
an  injury  to  the  right,  though  there  ])e  no  actual  damage.  In  the 
present  case,  however,  an  actual  damage  has  been  sustained.  Tlie 
defendant  acts  injuriously  in  selling  his  corn  by  sample  in  the 
market;  for  although  he  takes  advantage  of  the  market  to  sell  liis 
goods,  and  although  he  knows  that  toll  is  claimed  for  them,  and 
although  the  toll  indeed  is  equally  due  in  respect  thereof  as  if  it 
were  sold  in  bulk,  yet  as  the  corn  is  not  in  the  market  to  be  dis- 
trained, the  defendant  is  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  selling  them  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  the  prom])t  remedy  which 
they  have  for  the  toll,  l)y  taking  it  from  the  l)ulk  when  the  bulk 
is  brought  into  the  market  The  principle  is  well  established,  that 
a  person  shall  not  at  the  same  time  take  the  benefit  of  the  market, 
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and  deprive  the  lord  of  liis  tcdl.  And  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
maintain  the  action,  that  the  jury  should  find  actual  fraud  in  fact. 
But  they  have  in  fact  found  the  defendant  guilty  of  a  fraud,  for  he 
is  guilty  of  the  premises,  that  is,  of  the  whole  premises  laid  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  fraud  is  averred  there.  "  If  a  man  hatli  a 
market  in  one  part  of  the  town  of  D. ,  the  inhabitants  of  another 
part  cannot  build  new  houses,  and  there  in  their  houses  and  shops 
sell  merchandises ;  for  this  is  to  the  damage  of  the  market.  Ad- 
mitted, 2  Ed.  II. "  2  Eo.  Ab.  123,  C.  pi.  1.  The  word  fraudulently 
in  the  declaration  does  not  import  actual  circumvention, 
but  any  act  knowingly  *  done,  whereby  injury  accrues  to  [*126] 
another  having  an  estate  of  freehold,  or  other  interest ;  and 
upon  such  an  act  the  law  implies  fraud.  This  is  not  damnum 
absque  injuria.  It  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  a  mill, 
which  the  lord  is  bound  to  repair  and  tlie  tenant  to  grind  at 
{Coryton  v.  Lythehy,  1  Saund.  113),  in  this  only,  that  there  is  no 
o1)lioation  on  the  seller  to  come  to  the  market  at  all ;  but  if  he  does 
come,  he  is  bound  and  subject  to  all  the  rights  of  the  persons  hav- 
ing the  tolls.  So,  if  a  person  erects  a  market  within  seven  miles 
of  another,  it  is  of  itself  a  nuisance  :  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  a 
special  damage.  11  H.  VI.  19,  B.  The  Prior  of  DiLiistahle's  case, 
which  was  not  applicable  to  the  circumstances  in  the  case  of  The 
Bailiffs  of  Tcwl'esbury  v.  Diston,  6  East,  438,  was  this:  The  prior 
of  Dunstable  declared,  according  to  the  practice  which  then  pre- 
vailed of  pleading  ore  tcnus,  "  that  he  was  lord  of  the  town  of 
Dunstable,  and  that  he  had  a  market  twice  in  the  week,  on  Tuesday 
and  Saturday,  and  that  he  and  all  his  predecessors  immemorially 
had  the  correction  of  the  said  market ;  and  that  it  had  immemorially 
been  accustomed,  that  all  butchers  who  sell  their  meat,  or  any 
other  merchants  which  come  to  the  said  market  with  any  other 
wares  or  merchandises  to  sell,  ought  to  sell  it  in  the  high  streets 
of  the  same  tt)wn,  on  the  stalls  of  the  prior,  paying  for  every  stall, 
on  the  day  on  which  he  hath  the  market,  one  penny ;  and  that  the 
defendant  is  a  butcher,  and  hath  sold  his  meat  on  the  market  day 
(showing  in  certain  how  much),  within  his  own  house,  secretly, 
(occulfe,)  and  hath  also  procured  others  to  do  likewise,  wherel)y  the 
prior  hath  lost  the  advantage  of  his  stalls,  and  also  the  survey  of 
the  said  market,  to  the  injury  and  damage  of  the  said  prior.  " 
This  is  a  plain  and  intelligible  declaration,  and  a  very  good  one. 
The  defendant  pleads   in  bar  to  the  action,  "  that  he  lives  in  a 
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house  ill  the  town  of  Dunstable,  and  that  all  householders 
[*127]   in  the  said  *town  have  immemorially  used  to  sell  their 

wares  and  merchandises  every  market  day  in  their  own 
houses,  or  where  they  please,  and  that  the  defendant  did  so ;  and 
prays  judgment  of  the  action."  Cottesmore,  C.  J.,  determined, 
that  the  defendant's  prescrij)tion  was  not  to  the  purpose,  but  was 
inconsistent  with  the  right  of  the  prior,  which  is  bad.  s.  c.  Bro. 
Ab.  Prescription,  pi.  98.  For  if  the  prior,  he  says,  hath  a  market 
in  the  town,  and  is  lord  of  the  town,  you  cannot  prescribe  (i.  e. 
generally)  to  sell  meat  in  your  own  house  on  market  days,  for  the 
market  cannot  be  but  in  place  overt;  and  the  prior  then  loses  the 
advantage  of  his  market,  if  they  sell  their  merchandises  in  their 
houses ;  and  inasmuch  as  he  also  hath  the  correction  of  the  market, 
and  to  see  whether  the  things  which  are  there  sold  are  lawful  and 
fit  to  be  sold  (the  which  cannot  be  assayed  by  his  officers  if  they 
be  not  in  open  market,  and  he  also  loses  his  toll  of  the  things 
sold) ;  therefore,  since  the  market  belongs  to  the  prior,  whom  it 
behoveth  that  it  shall  be  holden  in  the  market  place  ordained  for 
it,  he  (the  defendant)  cannot  keep  the  market  in  his  own  house, 
but  in  the  common  place  on  the  market  day, "  wherefore  the  Court 
disallowed  the  plea,  and  the  defendant  craved  leave  to  imparle ; 
and  afterwards,  11  H.  VI.  25,  0.  amended  liis  plea,  and  pleaded 
"  that  Dunstaljle  was  an  ancient  borough,  and  that  there  was  an 
immemorial  custom  therein,  tliat  every  burgess  seised  of  a  house 
therein,  adjoining  to  the  high-street,  may  sell  on  the  market  day 
all  his  wares  and  merchandises  in  the  shops  within  the  same 
hoiLse,  abutting  on  and  adjoining  to  the  high-street,  and  that  the 
officers  of  the  prior  have  immemorially  had  the  purview  and  cor- 
rection of  all  things  sold  on  the  stalls  of  the  prior ;  and  that  the 
defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  house  adjoining  to  the  high-street, 
and  there,  in  the  said  house,  in  a  shop  adjoining  the  high-street, 

sold  his  meat,  as  he  lawfully  might. "  The  plaintiff  demurs 
[*  128]   to  the  insufficiency  of  the  *  amended  plea  for  two  reasons  : 

first,  that  it  did  not  answer  the  allegation  of  the  defendant 
having  procured  others  to  do  the  same ;  upon  wliich  the  defendant 
again  amends,  by  enlarging  the  averment  of  the  custom,  so  as  to 
include  the  selling  by  others  within  such  shops ;  and  secondly, 
the  plaintiff  objects,  that  he  had  averred  in  his  declaration  tliat 
the  defendant  had  sold  the  meat  in  his  house  occtdte,  and  tliat  the 
defendant's  plea  was  no  answer  thereto.      The  defendant,    being 
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unable  to  controvert  the  law,  amends  his  plea  again,  by  adding  a 
traverse,  "  without  this,  that  the  defendant  sold  the  meat,  secretly, 
occulte,  in  his  house,  as  the  plaintiff  supposes, "  and  the  plaintiff 
takes  issue  on  the  fact.  It  is  a  principle  in  pleading,  that  the 
traverse  must  be  of  the  most  material  fact,  the  issue  of  which  will 
decide  the  cause  one  way  or  the  other.  It  therefore  results  from 
the  defendant's  own  pleadings  that,  if  the  act  was  done  secretly, 
the  defendant  was  not  within  his  custom,  and  the  prior's  general 
right  must  prevail ;  and  the  case  establishes  this  principle,  that  if 
a  lord  of  a  market  be  entitled  to  toll,  no  one  can  come  and  sell  in 
that  market  but  in  that  particular  way  which  will  yield  the  toll  to 
the  lord;  and  that  if  he  sells  in  a  different  manner  from  what  he 
ought  to  do,  the  lord  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  seller. 
In  The  Bailiffs  of  Teivl'eshary  v.  Diston,  6  East,  460,  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J. ,  was  of  the  same  opinion ;  for  he  says,  "  Assuming 
that  a  seller  (whose  case  is  very  different  from  that  of  a  buyer), 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  be  liable  to  this  species  of  action,  as 
for  a  sale  to  tlie  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff's  market,  does  it  follow 
as  a  consequence  that  the  buyer  would  also  be  so  ?  The  seller  has  it 
in  his  choice  whether  he  will  sell  by  sample  or  not  a  commodity 
not  then  locally  brought  by  him  within  the  limits  of  the  market 
where  the  sale  takes  place :  but  the  buyer  may  have  no  such  elec- 
tion :  he  cannot  compel  the  farmer  to  bring  his  com  in  bulk 
to  the  market;  and  if  he  be  restrained  *from  buying  any  [*129] 
corn  Init  what  is  actually  brought  into  the  market,  he  may 
be  entirely  precluded  from  buying  of  corn,  l)y  the  discontinuance 
of  all  resort  to  the  market  Ijy  persons  dealing  in  that  commodity 
in  bulk  :  he  may  therefore  be  driven  to  the  necessity  of  buying  of 
corn  in  this  way,  or  of  wanting  it  altogether. " 

Secondly,  The  defendant  has  shown  no  exemption  from  toll.  The 
grant  to  be  quit  of  toll  is  a  royal  franchise,  and  if  granted  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs,  it  will  descend  first  to  his  paternal,  and  on  their 
failure,  to  his  maternal  heirs,  like  any  other  estate  of  inheritance. 
Plowd.  445,  last  line.  But  the  immunity  granted  by  Gilbert  de 
Clare  is  to  his  burgesses  and  their  successors,  not  to  his  heirs : 
these  words  in  a  royal  grant  would  of  themselves  create  a  corpora- 
tion; and  in  the  subsequent  grant  of  Ed.  III.  they  clearly  have 
that  effect;  and  the  immunity  goes  to  the  corporators,  although 
the  word  heirs  is  there  joined  with  successors.  If  it  had  been  a 
grant  of  a  like  immunity  to  Gilbert  de  Clare  and  his  heirs,  et 
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tenentihus  suis,  it  would  luive  had  a  ditTeient  efl'eet.  The  tine  too 
was  made  to  Ed.  III.  by  the  bui'gesses,  thiit  iy,  in  their  corporate 
capacity  :  the  case  too  finds  that  tlie  toll  has  inmieniorially  been 
paid  by  all  except  freemen,  whereas  these  grants,  7  Ed.  II.  and 
11  Ed.  III.,  are  long  within  the  time  of  legal  memory.  But  if  the 
grant  was  to  the  burgage  tenants,  there  is  sufficient  ground  to 
presume  either  a  forfeiture,  a  surrender,  or  an  extinction  of  the  im- 
munity. The  grant  of  11  Ed.  III.  would  have  l)een  su])ertluous  if 
the  grantees  were  before  free  of  tolls;  therefore  it  must  be  presumed 
that  they  had,  up  to  that  time,  paid  toll,  and  Lord  Coke,  2  Inst. 
221,  lays  it  down  that  if  the  king,  or  any  of  his  progenitors,  have 
granted  to  any  to  be  discharged  of  the  toll  of  a  market,  either 
generally  or  specially,  this  grant  is  good  to  discharge  him  of  all 

tolls  to  the  king's  own  fairs  or  markets,  and  of  the  tolls, 
[*loO]   which,    together   with   any    fair   or   market,    *have   been 

granted  after  such  grant  of  discharge ;  but  cannot  discharge 
tolls  formerly  due  to  subjects,  either  by  grant  or  prescription;" 
and  since  it  is  found  that  the  toll  has  been  immemorial,  it  follows 
that  these  grants  of  immunity  made  within  time  of  memory  must 
be  void.  For  neither  does  it  a})pear  that  Gilbert  de  Clare  was  ever 
lord  (jf  this  market,  so  that  he  could  grant  the  immunity,  nor  that 
the  ])orough  of  Tewkesbury  and  market  was  parcel  of  the  honour 
of  Gloucester,  any  more  than  of  the  honour  of  Hereford,  and  that  as 
such  they  came  to  the  hands  of  the  Crown  when  the  honour  of 
Gloucester  escheated;  nor  does  it  appear  that  it  was  not  an 
independent  manor;  and  from  the  circumstance  found  in  the 
incpiisition,  that  Gilbert  de  Clare  died  seised  of  the  manor  of 
Tewkesbury  held  of  the  Crown  in  capitc,  the  inference  of  law  is 
that  it  was  an  independent  manor.  [Mansfield,  C.  J.  At  the 
time  of  the  grant  of  Gil1)ert  de  Clare,  he  was  entitled  to  grant  this 
immunity  ;  for  it  must  be  understood  l)y  this  case,  that  he  was  loi'd 
of  the  market,  though  it  is  not  expressly  so  stated,  and  if  the  doubt 
had  been  suggested  at  the  trial,  the  jmy  wouhl  not  have  hesitated 
on  the  evidence  of  this  inquisition  to  find,  that  he  was  such,  as 
well  as  lord  of  the  borough,  and  at  the  time  of  the  OTant  of  11  Ed. 
III.  it  must  also  be  taken  that  the  market  was  in  the  Crown,  for 
the  case  states,  that  the  honour  of  Gloucester  afterwards  becoming 
vested  in  the  Crown,  Ed.  III.  made  a  new  grant  to  the  bur<'esses 
of  the  same  town,  which  infers  .that  the  grant  was  made  in  conse- 
(|iuiue  of  the  honour  so  coming  to  the  Crown;  and  it  must  therefore 
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be  assumed  that  the  manor  and  hundred  of  Tewkesbury  was  part  of 
the  honour  of  Gloucester.  ] 

Arguments  for  the  defendant.  No  fraud  has  been  especially 
found  by  the  jury,  nor  does  the  case  contain  any  facts  on  which  the 
Court  can  fairly  build  an  inference  of  fraud.  And  unless 
the  jury  had  found  that  the  *  defendant  sold  in  fraud  of  the  [*131] 
market,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained.  The  rule  is  laid 
down  too  largely,  that  upon  every  act  of  one  man  detrimental  to 
another  an  action  lies ;  the  act  done  must  be  illegal.  "Where  an 
act,  in  itself  indifferent,  becomes  unlawful  if  done  with  a  particular 
intent,  the  intent  must  be  expressly  found.  Ere  v.  Wood/all,  5 
Burr.  2667.  And  the  act  is  not  necessarily  fraudulent  unless  the 
plaintiff  can  show  that  it  was  impossible  it  could  be  done  for  an 
honest  purpose.  Here  the  value  of  the  toll,  which  is  only  one  part 
in  170,  is  so  small/  that  it  not  only  is  possible  that  the  corn  might 
be  sold  by  sample  without  any  view  to  evade  the  toll,  but  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  that  such  a  minute  fraction  could  in  any  degree 
influence  the  defendant's  choice  of  the  mode  of  selling.  Tliere  are 
other  motives  of  much  greater  importance  to  influence  the  mode  of 
sale.  It  would  in  fact  be  impracticable  now  to  pitch  and  sell 
in  bulk  all  the  corn  sold  in  many  markets  :  Mark-lane,  for  instance, 
would  not  contain  the  hundredth  part  of  what  is  there  sold.  Tlie 
greater  convenience  of  selling  by  sample,  the  saving  of  expense  by 
not  bringing  the  corn  to  market,  and  carrying  it  back  if  unsold,  the 
greater  facility  of  proportioning  the  supply  to  the  demand,  and 
thereby  preventing  the  article  from  being  depreciated  in  a  glutted 
market,  which  very  facility  renders  the  average  price  of  the  corn 
viltimately  lower  to  the  consumer,  as  well  as  more  commodious  to 
the  seller,  are  all  considerations  of  incomparably  greater  weight, 
and  must  be  presumed  to  have  influenced  the  intent  much  rather 
than  the  fraudulent  motive  imputed;  and  unless  the  jury  expressly 
find  the  fraud,  the  Court  will  not  presume  it.  10  Co.  Rep.  56, 
which  is  a  case  of  fraud  in  law;  Gw//n.  v.  Poole,  2  Lutw.  1560; 
Blakey  v.  Dimsdale,  Cowp.  661.  Lord  Mansfield's  judgment.  In 
the  Prior  of  Dunstable's  case,  the  question  of  fraud  was  ex- 
pressly raised  by  the  traverse.  This  is  damnum  ahsquc  *  in-  [*  132] 
juria.  Asliby  v.  White  was  the  case  of  an  unlawful  act,  but 
there  is  no  unlawful  act  here.  No  case  has  been  cited  to  show  that 
sale  by  sample  is  of  itself  unlawful ;  if  it  were,  many  districts  in 
England  would  be  wholly  destitute  of  the  means  of  purchasing 
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corn.  Aud  with  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  lord  of  a  market,  so 
long  as  the  public  convenience  required  that  the  corn  should  be 
pitched  there  in  bulk,  so  long  was  the  lord  entitled  to  his  toll ; 
but  his  rights  cannot  be  enlarged  as  the  circumstances  of  the  country- 
vary,  and  so  soon  as  the  practice  of  selling  it  in  Imlk  ceases,  the 
lord's  right  to  toll  is  gone.  Where  a  seller  takes  the  advantage  of 
the  land  and  the  convenience  afforded  by  the  lord  of  the  market, 
.and  eludes  the  toll,  he  may  be  subject  to  an  action ;  Ijut  upon  a 
sale  by  sample,  neither  the  buyer  nor  the  seller  enjoys  the  same 
advantages  as  upon  a  sale  in  bulk.  Anciently  the  only  mode  used 
was  the  selling  the  commodity  in  bulk.  The  advantages  which  it 
gave  were,  the  immediate  and  positive  transfer  of  the  property  by 
sale  in  market  overt,  the  advantage  of  tlie  testimony  of  the  clerk  of 
the  market  witnessing  the  sale,  the  correction  of  the  lord  of  the 
market,  to  see  that  the  quality  of  the  goods  was  proper,  and  that 
the  weight  and  measure  were  just.  All  these  advantages  are  want- 
ing in  the  sale  by  sample ;  in  all  these  respects  it  is  no  better  than 
a  common  private  contract  between  one  man  and  another.  If  two 
persons  meet  in  a  market  aud  conclude  a  sale  of  goods  they  have  at 
home,  without  showing  a  sample,  it  will  not  be  contended  that  this 
is  such  a  sale  in  the  market  by  which  the  lord  is  defrauded  of  his 
toll.  It  is  true  that  if  one  met  another  coming  to  the  market  with 
goods  to  sell,  and  should  induce  him  to  turn  back,  an  action  would 
lie.  Ya7'd  v.  Ford,  2  Saund.  171;  1  Lev.  296.  An  action  lay; 
but  that  was  where  the  defendant,  witliout  even  colour  of  a  patent, 

erected  a  market,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  plaintiff''s  market, 
[*  133]   for  other  men  to  sell  *  their  goods,  not  to  sell  his  own  ;  but 

if  a  man  opens  a  shop  near  a  market,  and  sells  goods  therein, 
which  he  would  otherwise  have  brought  to  the  market,  or  if  in  his 
way  to  the  market  with  goods  he  stops  short  and  makes  a  contract 
for  them,  neither  act  is  any  injury  to  the  market.  Is  it  to  be  con- 
tended that  if  a  factor  sells  by  sample  in  Mark-lane  a  thousand 
quarters  of  corn  now  in  Riga,  to  be  delivered  in  Gibraltar,  that  toll 
is  due  for  it  in  Mark-lane.  It  would  be  equally  reasonable  to  hold 
that  an  action  lies  against  a  man  f(jr  not  Itringing  his  goods  into 
the  market,  or  for  making  a  private  contract  in  the  market  place, 
as  to  say  that  he  may  not  make  a  private  contract  there,  exhibiting 
a  sample  at  the  same  time.  The  acts  here  supposed  are  not  like 
the  Prior  of  Dunstable's  case.  It  appears  that  the  defendant  there 
had  procured  others  to  come  and  sell  in  his  shop,  not  in  their  own 
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houses,  for  the  Court  answers  to  his  first  plea,  "  You  cannot  pre- 
scribe to  sell  meat  in  your  own  house  on  market  days,  for  the 
market  cannot  be  but  in  place  overt ;  "  and  afterwards,  "  The  market 
must  be  holden  in  the  market-place  ordained  for  it ;  he  cannot  hold 
market  in  his  own  house,  but  in  the  common  place  on  the  market 
day ;  "  so  that  the  case  in  that  point  of  view  amounts  to  no  more 
than  that  of  Yard  v.  Ford.  But  it  may  also  be  admitted  that  the 
traverse  on  the  word  occulte  was  material,  because  the  plea  there 
does  not  deny  that  toll  was  due  to  the  prior  for  goods  so  sold  in 
shops,  and  the  secrecy  of  the  sale  prevented  his  collecting  it.  In 
the  case  of  Dorking  market,  tried  before  Heath,  J. ,  a  man  had 
fitted  up  an  inner  room  in  a  public-house,  and  corn  was  pitched  and 
sold  there ;  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  against  him  on  the  same 
ground  as  in  the  Prior  of  Dunstable's  case,  because  it  was  done 
secretly.  A  principle  may  be  extracted  from  the  case  of  The 
Bailiffs  of  Tewkesbury  v.  Diston  rather  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  for  it  may  with  equal  justice  be  said,  that  *if  a  [*  134] 
buyer  would  not  buy  except  in  the  market,  the  seller  would 
bring  his  goods  to  market,  because  he  could  not  sell  elsewhere :  but 
by  law  every  man  is  at  liberty  to  bring  his  goods  to  market  or  not, 
provided  he  does  not  conspire  with  others,  so  as  to  prevent  their 
attending  the  .market. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  exemption.  —  Toll  is  not  incident  to  a  mar- 
ket, it  must  be  created  by  grant ;  and  though  it  is  now  due  to  the 
corporation  of  Tewkesbury,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  was  due  to 
the  lord  of  the  market  from  the  burgesses  before  the  grant  of  7  Ed. 
II.  That  grant  indeed  recognizes  a  then  subsisting  immunity  ;  for 
it  confirms  to  the  burgesses  of  the  borough  to  be  quit  of  toll  and  of 
custom,  according  to  ancient  usage.  If  that  is  to  be  construed  as 
immemorial  usage,  then  the  burgesses  never  were  subject  to  toll  at 
all ;  and  to  whomsoever,  and  by  whomsoever  these  tolls  were 
originally  granted,  they  were  granted  not  payable  by  the  burgesses 
of  Tewkesbury.  For  although  long-continued  usage  is  a  ground  to 
support  a  prescription  for  toll,  yet,  if  a  time  can  be  shown  when 
toll  was  not  paid,  it  will  destroy  the  prescription.  The  words 
"  according  to  ancient  usage  "  do  not  imply  that  the  privileges 
granted  are  merely  commensurate  with  ancient  usage,  and  the 
grantor,  at  the  same  time  that  he  granted  l)y  this  charter  some  new 
immunities,  clearly  recognized  that  others  susbsisted  by  ancient 
usage.      If  a  forfeiture  had  been  committed,  these  words  would  have 
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limited  his  right,  and  he  could  have  resumed  only  what  he  had  so 
granted;  he  could  not  have  determined  the  earlier  exenijitions,  nor 
entitled  himself  to  more  toll  than  he  hail  bef(n-e  this  charter. 
[Heath,  J. ,  observed  that  anciently  the  kings  used  to  renew  all 
the  corporate  charters  at  the  beginning  of  their  reigns,  and  re- 
ceive a  fine  for  them.     Madox firma  lur<ji.'\     Although  the  Crown 

cannot  grant  away   or  extinguish  the  previously  granted 
[*  135]  *  rights  of  a  subject,  it  may  release  its  own  subsisting  tolls, 

and  every  lord  of  a  market  may  do  the  same.  The  bur- 
gesses to  whom  this  exception  is  granted  are  the  same  burgesses  to 
whom  Gilbert  de  Clare  had  granted  his  burgage  tenements  at  a 
shilling  rent, —  the  burgage  tenants.  [Mansfield,  C.  J.  It  pi-ob- 
ably  happened  in  this  corporation,  as  in  many  others,  that  the  first 
members  were  the  holders  of  the  burgage  tenements ;  and  therefore 
so  long  as  burgage  tenants  were  elected  they  would  enjoy  the  im- 
munity, but  when  they  ceased  to  be  elected,  the  rights  of  the 
burgage  tenants  not  elected  would  from  that  time  also  cease.] 
When  the  honour  of  Gloucester  came  to  the  Crown,  nothing  could 
come  with  it  but  that  which  had  remained  with  Gilbert  de  Clare, 
and  if  the  tenants  were  rendered  free  by  his  charter,  the  re-union  of 
the  honour  with  the  Crown  would  vest  in  the  Crown  only  the  tolls 
which  that  nobleman  had,  not  those  which  he  had  not.  And  if 
the  burgage  tenants  were  free  before,  the  charter  of  11  Ed.  III., 
granting  an  exemption  to  the  ])urgesses  and  their  successors,  could* 
not  derogate  from  their  rights ;  the  only  consequence  is,  that  the 
grant  operates  nothing.  It  is  suggested  that  the  exemption  might 
be  forfeited ;  but  it  could  not  be  forfeited  by  the  act  of  a  majority, 
it  could  only  be  forfeited  by  the  acts  of  all  the  individuals.  If, 
however,  tliere  were  certain  tolls  from  which  de  Clare's  charter  did 
not  exempt  the  burgage  tenants,  it  is  for  the  plaintih's  to  show  by 
evidence  wliat  were  the  particular  excepti(»ns. 

Arguments  in  reply.  —  It  is  clear  the  first  charter  was  a  grant  to 
the  burgesses  in  their  corporate  capacity,  and  not  to  the  burgage 
tenants  in  right  of  their  tenures.  The  contrary  is  not  to  be  in- 
ferred from  their  being  called  by  a  name  derived  from  their  tenures ; 
they  were  so  called  because  burgesses,  in  those  days,  were  not  S(j 

much  distinguished  from  strangers    by  any  other  circum- 
[*136]  stance,  as  *by  the  certainty  of  their  service  due  in  respect 

of  their  burgage  tenements ;  but  to  make  the  exemption 
descend  to  their  heirs,  it  must  be  granted  to  them  and  their  heirs. 
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Again,  although  100.5.  are  found  to  he  the  vahie  of  the  toll  of  the 
borouuh,  the  Earl  of  Gloucester  might  hold  it  in  farm  of  the  Crown, 
and  may  have  granted  an  exemption  which  it  was  not  his  to 
bestow.  Neither  could  King  Edward  III.  grant  an  effectual  ex- 
emption throughout  all  England,  hut  only  in  such  places  where  he 
had  the  lordships.  Supposing,  however,  that  Gilbert  de  Clare  was 
entitled  to  these  tolls,  and  that  he  made  a  valid  grant  to  the 
burgage  tenants,  yet  the  case  finds,  that  on  the  attainder  of  Lord 
Seymour,  the  manor  became  vested  in  the  Crown ;  upon  that  re- 
union, the  toll,  which  is  a  royal  franchise,  became  extinct  by 
unity  of  possession,  and  the  immunity  which  had  been  previously 
granted  out  of  it  became  extinct  also.  43  Ass.  pi.  10  ;  Palm.  82. 
[Heath,  J.  The  attainder  and  unity  of  possession  could  not  affect 
the  rights  of  the  burgesses.  Maxsfikl-d  C.  J.  The  new  grant  by 
James  I.  could  only  operate  to  pass  the  market  such  as  it  was  be- 
fore the  attainder ;  the  Crown  could  not  re-grant  the  toll,  free  from 
any  exenrptions  which  then  existed.  Lawrence,  J.  If  the  lord 
of  a  manor  grant  away  part  of  his  rights  to  his  tenants,  his  subse- 
([uent  crime,  forfeiting  the  rest,  cannot  revoke  his  prior  grant.  It 
might  as  well  be  said  that  if  the  lord  of  a  manor  release  to  his 
tenants  all  his  services,  his  attainder  will  revive  them.  ]  There  is 
at  least  good  cause  arising  from  the  perpetual  disuse,  for  the  Court 
to  presume,  either  that  the  burgage  tenants  had  by  some  act  for- 
feited their  franchise,  or  otherwise  that  it  has  been  surrendered  Ijy 
the  individual  tenants  who  were  entitled  to  it,  since  it  has  never 
been  allowed,  and  these  charters  have  never  before  been  brought 
forward  or  known  to  exist,  et  de  noii  appareiitibiis  et  noti  existentibus 
eadem  est  lex ;  or  that  it  has  been  extinguished  by  unity  of 
possession.  As  to  the  *  merits,  the  reason  why  no  adjudged  [*  137] 
case  is  to  be  found,  is,  that  the  sellers  by  sample,  in  order  to 
(piiet  the  lords  of  the  markets,  on  the  first  introduction  of  sale  by 
sample,  have  generally  paid  the  toll.  The  Prior  of  Dunstable's  case 
can  be  supported  only  on  this  ground,  that  if  the  defendant,  who  had 
a  house  adjacent  to  the  market,  did  not  sell  in  it  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  borough,  he  was  bound  to  come  to  the  market,  and 
sell  at  the  prior's  stalls;  and  that  by  his  selling  otherwise,  the 
prior  was  deprived  of  that  toll  which  he  would  have  had  if  the 
meat  had  been  sold  at  his  stall :  tha*-  case  is  not  in  principle  dis- 
tinguishable from  this.  If  on  a  sale  by  sample  neither  Ijuyer  nor 
seller  enjoys  all  the  advantages  of  the  market,  it  is  the  fault  of  the 
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seller,  who  may  pitch  his  corn  if  he  will,  and  although  he  chooses 
to  waive  the  right,  he  cannot  thereby  lawfully  deprive  the  lord 
of  his  toll. 

The  Court  [observed  that  the  case  had  been  argued  in  a  masterly 
manner,  and]  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment,  which  was 
on  this  day  pronounced  by 

Mansfield,  C.  J.  This  in  effect  is  an  action  brought  against 
.the  defendant  for  selling  corn  in  the  market  of  Tewkesbury  by 
sample,  which  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  be  done  fraudulently, 
and  injuriously  to  the  plaintiffs ;  that  is,  not  fraudulently  accord- 
ing to  the  common  sense  of  the  word,  but  only  fraudulently  because 
injuriously,  as  depriving  the  plaintiff's  of  a  toll  to  which  they  are 
entitled.  The  Chief  Justice  here  referred  to  the  material  parts  of 
the  declaration.  The  first  question  which  arises  on  this  case  is, 
whether  the  selling  by  sample  in  the  market  is  an  injury  to,  or  a 
fraud  on,  the  persons  who  have  a  right  to  toll  on  goods  sold  in  the 
market.  The  second  is,  whether,  supposing  the  plaintiff's  have 
such  a  right  in  general,  they  have  such  a  right  against 
[*  138]  persons  *  claiming,  in  the  manner  here  stated,  to  be  exempt 
from  payment  of  the  toll.  As  to  the  first  point,  it  is  very 
extraordinary  that  no  cases  are  found  to  have  been  decided  on  the 
(question ;  for  neither  have  any  of  the  counsel  in  the  cause  men- 
tioned such,  nor  has  any  such  occurred  to  the  Court.  Considering 
that  the  origin  of  markets  is  by  grant  from  the  king,  or  prescription, 
which  prescription  supposes  a  grant,  a  lord  of  a  market  must  neces- 
sarily have  a  right  of  action  against  any  person  who  injuriously 
deprives  him  of  toll  accruing  in  that  market.  That  being  so,  then 
comes  the  question  on  the  sale  by  sample ;  which  mode  of  sale, 
though  certainly  not  very  recent  in  Tewkesbury,  nor  in  many  other 
towns,  is  comparatively  modern.  It  has  now  in  a  great  measure 
superseded  the  ancient  practice  ;  but  anciently,  when  the  communi- 
(;ation  throughout  the  country  was  more  rare  and  difficult,  it  was  a 
great  convenience  both  to  the  buyer  and  seller  to  have  a  common 
place  of  meeting,  to  barter  and  sell  their  goods ;  and  even  now  it 
certainly  is  to  a  degree  a  convenience ;  but  at  the  same  time  it 
operates  as  a  tax  on  the  commodity,  by  enhancing  the  price,  and 
by  the  restriction  which  is  imposed  on  the  operations  of  trade,  if 
persons  may  not  buy  or  sell  but  in  that  market.  One  question  is, 
whether  they  who  sell  Ijy  sample  have  any  benefit  from  the  market ; 
and  it  is  said,  that  if  they  could  not  sell  by  sample,  but  were  com- 
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pelled  to  pitch  their  corn  in  bulk,  they  would  not  go  there  at  all, 
but  would  sell  at  their  own  houses ;  and  that  therefore  the  market 
is  not  beneticial  to  them  ;  but  on  the  other  hand  they  have  a  benefit 
from  frequenting  the  market,  for  they  find  there  customers,  persons 
ready  to  buy ;  therefore  by  going  to  the  market,  they  have  the 
benefit  of  the  market.  If  so,  then  the  lord  of  the  market  ought  not 
to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  toll  which  is  his  due  for  goods 
sold  by  persons  taking  the  benefit  of  the  market.  And  the 
Prior  of  Dtmstahle's  case  is  a  very  strong  *  authority  that  a  [*  139] 
person  taking  the  benefit  of  a  fair  shall  pay  the  duties  of 
it;  and  consequently,  to  persons  taking  advantage  of  a  market,  and 
selling  there  by  sample,  the  principle  of  that  case  strongly  applies. 
The  circumstances  of  that  case  are  quite  immaterial,  but  the  prin- 
ciple thereby  established  is^  that  where  a  person  does  anything 
injurious  to  the  right  of  a  market,  the  lord  of  the  market  shall 
have  an  action.  In  Moscky  v.  Picrson,  4  T.  R.  104,  Lord  Kenyon, 
C.  J. ,  held  it  a  clear  fraud  on  a  market  to  sell  goods  by  sample 
therein.  He  says,  "  If  the  plaintiff's  demand  had  arisen  on  con- 
tracts of  sale  by  sample,  he  would  have  brought  a  different  kind  of 
action  :  an  action  for  the  fraud  in  not  bringing  the  goods  into  the 
market ; "  he  refers  to  no  authority,  but  states  it  as  a  clear  principle 
in  his  mind,  that  if  a  person  sold  by  sample  in  the  market,  it  would 
give  an  action,  as  for  an  injury  to  the  market.  Upon  this  ground 
then  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  present  action  well  lies,  unless  the 
defendant  brings  himself  within  the  exception.  Here  the  Chief 
Justice  read  that  part  of  the  case  which  states  the  charter  of  Gilbert 
de  Clare,  and  observed  that  a  great  deal  of  evidence  was  stated  there 
which  might  better  have  been  omitted,  and  that  facts  to  be  there- 
upon found  by  the  jury,  might  more  properly  have  been  substituted. 
The  words  "  according  to  ancient  usage, "  are  certainly  very  impor- 
tant, and  on  the  one  side  have  been  relied  on  as  affording  an 
argument  that  the  exemption  contended  for,  was  pre-existing  by 
ancient  usage ;  but  they  afford  a  very  strong  inference  on  the  other 
side  also,  that  it  may  be  a  grant  of  no  other  exemption  than  the 
burgesses  anciently  used,  and  so  may  be  no  grant  of  exemption  at 
all :  and  it  is  very  remarkable,  that  the  charter  speaks  not  of  tolls 
in  Tewkesbury,  but  in  the  honour  of  Gloucester,  and  throughout 
all  England ;  and  further,  it  is  not  in  respect  of  their  bur- 
gage estates ;  for  in  the  first  charter  it  is  not  granted  to  *  the  [*  140] 
burgesses  and  their  heirs,  but  to  the  burgesses  and  their 
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successors.  Then  the  later  grant  by  Edward  III.  is  to  the  burgesses, 
their  heirs  and  successors,  to  be  free  of  all  toll,  pavage,  murage, 
pontage,  passage,  with  other  general  words.  Xow  one  of  those 
words,  heirs  and  successors,  must  l)e  improper;  tlie  hrst,  if  the 
grant  be  to  a  corporation,  and  the  second,  if  the  grant  be  to  the 
burgage  tenants.  l>ut  it  is  observable  that  this  last  is  not  a  grant 
of  an  exemption  from  toll  in  any  particular  market,  and  least  of  all 
in  the  market  of  Tewkesbury.  Then  comes  the  charter  of  PHizabeth, 
and  the  charter  of  Jac.  I.,  whereby  Jac.  I.  granted  to  the  bailiffs 
and  burgesses  of  Tewkesbury  the  manor  and  hundred  of  Tewkesbury, 
and  all  fairs,  markets,  stallage,  toll,  toll-custom,  customs,  pickage, 
&c.,  and  the  reversions  and  profits.  The  case  then  states,  that  for 
40  years  past  a  ])ractice  has  gradually  i)revailed  of  selling  in  the 
market  by  sample,  and  that  the  cor}»oration  has  received  toll  when 
the  corn  has  been  delivered  in  Tewkesl)inT  :  that  the  defendant 
knowing  the  plaintih's  claim  of  toll  u])oii  corn  and  giain  sold  in 
their  market,  wliether  ])y  sanij-jle  or  in  l)ulk,  sold  by  sample  to  one 
Buckle  4;")  bushels  of  l)eans,  to  be  deli^'ered  in  Tewkesbury,  which 
had  not  l)een  ])itched  in  tlie  nunket  or  paid  toll,  and  tliat  tlic 
defendant  refused  to  pay  toll;  that  Uucklc  was  at  that  time  seised 
and  possessed  of  a  yearly  burgage  ttMu^ment,  and  jiaid  Ls.  burgage 
rent  to  the  corporation;  and  it  is  further  stated  that  there  was  no 
ground  of  exemption,  except  that  IJurkle  was  seised  of  a  burgage 
tenement;  and  that  no  exemption  had  ever  been  remembered  to  Ite 
allowed  to  any  l)ut  the  freemen  of  the  borough.  The  question, 
then,  is,  wliether  on  these  charters  and  farts  tugether  an  exemption 
is  made  out  for  a  person  having  no  other  claim  than  as  tlie  ]iro- 
prietor  of  a  l)urgage  tenement ;  and  the  charters  are  so  general  and 

so  loose,  that  tliey  ought  to  l)e  ex})ounded  by  that  usage, 
[*141]   which    has    immeniorially    *  prevailed.      1'he    charter    of 

(lil1)ert  de  Clare  miglit  have  exemi)ted  burgage  tenants 
from  tlie  tf)lls  f>f  the  market,  l»ut  it  does  not  ajj^iear  that  it  did 
so;  and  from  time  immemorial  no  such  exem])tion  lias  l)een  allowed 
to  Inirgage  tenants.  As  to  the  word  successors,  it  a])plies  to  what 
is  usually  understood  to  be  a  corporation,  and  to  tlie  members  of 
the  corporation  the  usage  has  always  applied  it.  The  charters  tlien 
being  such  as  they  are,  and  the  usage  invarial)le  to  exeni])t  the 
members  of  the  corporation,  and  no  others,  we  are  of  opinion  tliat 
the  judgment  must  be  for  the  corporation. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
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ENCiLISH   NOTES. 

Where  the  terms  of  a  charter  are  clear,  evidence  of  usage  is  inadmis- 
sible to  explain  the  express  provisions  or  to  justify  acts  in  disregard 
of  those  provisions:   Hex  v.  Sala'aij  (1829),  9  B.  &  C.  424. 

The  following  cases  may  be  cited  as  examples  of  the  rule :  In  Mayor, 
&('.  nf  London  v.  Long  (1807),  1  Camp.  22,  10  E.  R.  618,  which  was 
an  action  for  disturbing  the  Corporation  of  London  in  exercising  the 
office  of  ganger  within  the  London  Docks,  the  Corporation  gave  in  evi- 
dence charters  which  granted  and  confirmed  to  them  the  office  of  the 
ganger  "infra  ciintatem  praedictani.'^  The  London  Docks  were  ad- 
mittedly not  within  the  city,  and  evidence  was  tendered  to  show  that 
tlie  Corporation  had  exercised  the  office,  not  only  within  the  city,  but 
also  within  the  liberties.  Objection  was  taken  to  the  reception  of  this 
evidence,  but  it  was  overruled  by  Lord  Ellenbokough.  In  Bex  v. 
Mas/liter  (1837),  6  A.  &  E.  153,  it  was  held  that  the  word  "inhabi- 
tants," being  a  word  of  doubtful  meaning,  might  be  explained  extrinsi- 
cally  by  evidence  of  usage,  or  by  reference  to  the  context  and  objects 
of  the  charter.  In  Bex  v.  Davie  (1837),  (3  A.  &  E.  374,  the  same  word 
was,  upon  reference  to  the  charter,  and  upon  proof  of  usage,  held  sus- 
ceptible of  meaning  "  inhabitants  paying  church  and  poor-rates." 

It  sometimes  happens  that  a  corporation  enjoys  its  privileges  by 
virtue  of  several  charters,  some  being  original  grants,  and  others  con- 
firmations. In  this  case  refei'ence  to  former  charters  is  permissible  to 
explain  the  meaning  of  words  in  a  subsequent  chai'ter;  and  any  am- 
biguity may  there  be  explained  b}'  evidence, of  usage.  Thus  by  several 
charters  the  citizens  and  commonalty  of  Norwich  were  to  elect,  de 
selpsls,  quandarn  personam.  haJnlem  et  sitfficientem,  to  fill  the  office  of 
sheriffs.  By  a  charter  of  confirmation,  15  Car.  II.,  the  mayor,  sheriffs, 
and  aldermen  were  to  elect  iiiiain  personam  habilem  et  siiffi.cientem, 
and  the  citizens  una7n  allam  personam  sujfficienteni  et  habilem,  but 
without  the  limitation  de  setpsis,  for  the  like  purpose.  Proof  was 
given  that  before  and  since  the  charter  of  Charles  II.,  the  sheriffs  had 
been  chosen  from  among  the  freemen.  Upon  this  the  Court  held  that 
the  election  of  a  person  who  was  not  a  freeman  to  that  office  was 
irregular:  Bex  v.  Grout  (1830),  1  B.  &  Ad.  104. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Greenleaf  approved  the  admission  of  evidence  of  usage  to  aid  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  a  public  charter.     (1  Evidence,  sect.  293.) 

This  doctrine  seems  of  limited  applicability  in  this  country.  Dillon 
(Municipal  Corporations,  sect.  92),  says  that  usage  in  this  country  has  a  much 
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more  limited  operation  than  in  England,  and  it  seeni.s  to  be  a  necessary  result 
of  the  creation  of  municipal  corporation.s  by  legislative  acts,  wherein  their 
powers  and  duties  are  expressly  prescribed,  that  these  powers  and  duties  can- 
not be  added  to,  enlarged,  or  diminished  by  usage  or  custom. 

In  Spaulding  v.  Lowell,  28  Pickering  (Mass.),  71,  the  comt  said  :  "  In  looking 
to  usage  and  custom  as  the  means  of  ascertaining  what  subject  of  common 
interest  is  embraced  under  the  term  '  prudential,'  the  com't  are  of  opinion  that 
the  erecting  of  a  market-place  in  the  large  towns  and  populous  villages  is 
embraced.  ...  It  may  be  suggested  that  referring  to  usage  as  a  som'ce  of 
this  power  is  still  leaving  the  subject  open  to  doubt.  It  does  so ;  but  as  thei'e 
are  some  subjects  which  have  long  been  regarded  as  within  the  authority  of 
towns,  not  made  so  by  statute,  and  as  such  powers  have  never  been  ques- 
tioned, there  is  no  authority  whence  they  can  be  derived  but  usage.  Indeed, 
a  recurrence  to  the  history  of  the  formation  of  towns  will  show  that  most  of 
the  powers  originated  in  usage,  founded  on  the  convenience  and  necessities 
of  the  inhabitants,  and  w^ere  afterwards  recognized  and  confirmed  by  statute." 
But  in  Hood  v.  Lynn,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  103,  it  was  held  that  custom  would  not 
suffice  to  sustain  a  vote  of  money  to  celebrate  the  Fourth  of  July. 

Where  a  charter  is  doubtful,  the  construction  generally  adopted  by  the 
municipal  authorities  may  be  conclusively  invoked  by  thu-d  parties  who  have 
relied  on  it.  Van  Hostrup  v.  Madison  Citij,  1  AVallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  291, 
297. 

The  municipal  case  is  cited  in  Lawson  on  Usages  and  Customs,  sect.  224. 


No.  4.  — JOHNSON   V.   MAYOR,   &c.    OF   CEOYDON. 

(Q.    B.    D.    1886.) 
RULE. 

A  BYE-LAW,  wliic'h  is  unreasonable,  and  not  warranted 
by  the  statute  under  which  it  is  made,  is  bad. 

Johnson  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Croydon. 

16  Q.  B.  1).  708-710  (s.  c.  5.5  L.  J.  M.  C.  117  ;  54  L.  T.  295). 

[708]  Bye-lau\  —  Unrensonahlpnexx. 

A  bye-law  made  by  the  council  of  a  borougli  under  the  23rd  section  of  the 
^Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1882,  provided  that  no  pei-son  not  being  a  mem- 
ber of  her  ISIajesty'.s  Army  or  Auxiliary  Forces,  acting  under  the  orders  of  his 
commanding  officer,  should  sound  or  play  upon  any  musical  instrument  in  any 
of  the  streets  in  the  borough  on  Sunday,  — 

Held,  that  such  bye-law  was  unreasonable  and  idlra  vires,  and  therefore 
void. 
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Case  stated  by  Justices,  the  facts  of  which  were  in  substance  as 
follows :  — 

An  information  had  been  laid  against  the  appellant  by  the  re- 
spondents, for  an  offence  against  a  bye-law  made  by  the  council  of 
the  borough  of  Croydon  under  the  23rd  section  of  the  Municipal 
Corporations  Act,  1882.  The  bye-law  provided  that  "  no  person  not 
being  a  member  of  Her  Majesty's  Army  or  Auxiliary  Forces,  acting 
under  the  orders  of  his  commanding  officer,  shall  sound  or  play 
upon  any  musical  instrument  in  any  of  the  streets  in  the  borough 
on  Sunday.  "  It  was  proved  that  the  appellant  did  on  Sunday, 
the  3rd  of  May,  1885,  play  upon  a  musical  instrument  in  a  street 
in  the  borough  of  Croydon.  It  was  contended,  however,  for  the 
appellant,  that  the  bye-law  was  invalid  as  being  unreasonable  and 
uUiri  vires.  The  magistrates  convicted  the  appellant,  and  imposed 
a  penalty  of  ten  shillings.  The  question  for  the  Court  was  whether 
the  bye-law  was  invalid. 

Home  Payne,  for  the  appellant.  The  bye -law  is  unreasonably 
wide  in  its  terms.  It  might  have  been  good  if  it  had  prohibited 
the  playing  of  musical  ins*truments  on  a  Sunday,  so  as  to  be  a 
nuisance,  but  it  forbids  all  music  whatever.  If  the  council  could 
make  such  a  bye-law  with  regard  to  Sunday,  they  could  make  a 
similar  bye-law  with  regard  to  a  week-day.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  terms  of  the  2ord  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act, 
1882,  which  warrants  the  making  of  such  a  bye-law.  He 
cited  *  Calder  and  Hehhlc  Navigation  Co.  v.  Pilling,  14  M.  [*  709] 
&  W.  76 ;  14  L.  J.  Ex.  283 ;  Elimod  v.  Bullock,  6  Q.  B.  383  : 
13  L.  J.  Q.  V>.  330;  Everett  v.  Grapes,  3  L.  T.  (X.  S.)  669;  Reg. 
V.  Potvell,  51  L.  T.  92. 

Cagney,  for  the  respondents.  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  forbid 
the  playing  of  music  in  the  street  on  Sunday  in  a  borough.  If 
street  music  is  allowed  at  all,  there  is  great  difficutly  in  prevent- 
ing such  music  as  may  occasion  annoyance  or  scandal  to  many  of 
the  inhabitants.  The  magistrates  may  be  trusted  not  to  enforce 
such  a  bye-law  harshly  where  there  is  no  real  annoyance. 

Hawkins,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  bye-law  is  bad  as  being 
unreasonable,  and  not  warranted  Ijy  the  statute  under  which  it  was 
made  ;  and  the  conviction  must  therefore  be  quashed.  It  does  not 
seem  to  me  inireasonable  to  suppose  that  there  might  be  cases 
where  the  inhabitants  of  a  street  might  desire  to  have  music  of  a 
sacred  character  played  on  a  Sunday,  and  where  such  music  would 
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not  occasion  any  annoyance.  This  bye-law,  however,  would  include 
any  sort  of  music  played  under  any  circumstances,  and  however 
harmless  or  free  from  offence  such  music  might  be.  It  appears  to 
me  that  such  a  bye-law  is  unreasonable.  If  the  town  council  desire 
to  have  power  to  put  a  stop  to  music  of  such  a  character  as  may  be 
offensive  or  likely  to  occasion  annoyance  to  the  inhal)itants,  I  think 
they  might  probably  by  means  of  an  amended  bye-law  effect  the^'r 
object,  but  it  is  not  for  us  to  suggest  how  such  a  bye-law  might  he 
limited  so  as  to  be  reasonable :  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  determine 
whether  tliis  bye-law  is  reasonable.  The  case  of  Beg.  v.  Powell  wos 
a  very  different  case  from  the  preseut.  There  the  b}'e-law  imposed 
a  penalty  on  every  person  who  should  soiaul  or  play  upon  an'v 
musical  instrument  in  any  street  or  near  i?ny  house  within  tlit 
borough,  after  having  been  required  by  any  householder  resident 
in  such  street  or  town  or  any  police  consVable  to  desist  from 
making  such  sounds  or  noises,  either  on  account  of  any  illness  of 
any  inmate  of  such  house,  or  for  any  reasonable  cause.  It  appeared 
that  there  had  been  in  that  case  numerous  complaints  by  the 
inhabitants,  and  the  appellant  had  been  requested  by  the  superin- 
tendent  of  police  to  desist  from  playing,  but  refused  to  do 
[*  710]  so.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  bye-law  in  *  that  case  Avas  a 
very  reasonable  bye-law.  This  bye-law  makes  playing  a 
musical  instrument  an  offence,  wliether  it  causes  a  nui.sance  or 
annoys  anybody  or  not. 

Mathew,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  suggested  tliat 
the  magistrates  would  have  a  discretion,  and  would  not  enforce 
such  a  bye-law  in  cases  where  there  was  no  annoyance;  but,  if  this 
])ye-law  were  valid,  they  would  have  no  option,  and  must  convict  in 
any  case  where  music  was  played  in  the  street  on  a  Sunday.  This 
hye-law  was  made  under  tlie  Municipal  Cor])orations  Act,  1882  (45 
&  46  Yict.  c.  50),  s.  23,  which  provides  that  the  council  may  from 
time  to  time  make  such  bye-laws  as  to  them  seem  meet  for  the  good 
rule  and  government  of  the  borough,  and  for  prevention  and  sup- 
pression of  nuisances  not  already  punishable  in  a  summary  manner 
by  virtue  of  any  Act  in  force  throughout  tlie  borough.  Their 
power,  therefore,  to  interfere  witli  persons  playing  on  musical 
instruments  in  the  streets  seems  to  depend  on  its  l)eing  shown  that 
a  nuisance  is  occasioned,  l)ut  this  liye-law  is  not  confined  to  cases 
where  a  musical  instrument  is  played  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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ENGLISH   NOTES. 

*'!N^ow  I  am  of  opinion  tliat,  though  power  to  nial<e  laws  is  given  by 
special  clause  in  all  incorporations,  yet  it  is  needless;  for  I  hold  it 
to  be  included  by  law  in  the  ver}'  act  of  incorporating,  as  is  also  the 
power  to  sue,  to  purchase,  and  the  like:  "  ^;er  Hobart,  Ch.  J.,  JVorris 
V.  Sta2)S  (1617),  Hob.  210,  211,  concurred  in  per  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  Cif// 
of  London  v.  Vanaker  (IQ'd^),  Carth.  482.  "A  corporation  has  an 
implied  power  to  make  bye-laws;  but  where  the  charter  gives  the  com- 
pany a  power  to  make  bye-laws  they  can  only  make  them  in  such  cases 
as  they  are  enabled  to  do  by  the  charter;  for  such  power  given  by 
the  charter  implies  a  negative  that  they  shall  not  make  bye-laws  in 
any  other  cases:"  7^ey  Lord  Macclesfield,  L.  C,  Child  v.  Hudson^s 
B<i//  Co.  (1723),  2  P.  Wms.  207,  209.  So  too  a  corporation  cannot 
make  a  b^'e-law  in  derogation  of  tlieir  charter:  Her/,  v.  Govcniors  of 
Dnvlbigton  School  (Ex.  Ch.  1844),  6  Q.  B.  682,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  67, 
9  Jur.  21. 

A  bye-law  which  is  contrary  to  law  cannot  be  supported,  Davenant 
v.  Hiirdls  (1600),  Moor.  576,  where  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  break- 
ing and  entering  the  plaintiff's  messuage  and  taking  his  goods  the 
defendant  justified  as  bailiff  of  tlie  Guild  of  Merchant  Taylors,  and  set 
forth  the  charters  wliich  entitled  them  to  make  bye-laws  respecting 
tailors  carrying  on  busiiiess  in  the  City  of  London.  The  plea  set  forth 
a  bye-law  prescribing  that  one  half  of  the  work  given  out  to  be  '*  dressed, 
rowed,  or  shorne,"  should  be  given  to  "some  brother  of  the  company 
of  Merchant  Taylors,"  upon  pain  of  forfeiture  of  ten  shillings,  to  be 
levied  by  distress,  and  alleged  the  commission  of  twenty  offences.  This 
bj'e-law  was  held  bad  as  tending  to  a  monopoly. 

The  King  cannot  by  express  provision  authorise  the  making  of  a  bye- 
law  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  realm:  ^>^'/' Hobakt,  Ch.  J.,  Norris  y. 
Sf'/j>s.  supra. 

A  bye-law  which  imposes  a  forfeiture  is  invalid  unless  sanctioned  by 
Act  of  Parliament:  Kb-k  v.  Nowill  (1786),  1  T.  Pv.  118,  1  Pv.  R.  160. 
But  a  custom,  supported  by  immemorial  usage,  to  inflict  a  forfeiture  is 
good:  Anon.  (1.568),  Dy.  279  b,  pi.  10;  Clti/  of  Londoti's  Ca.<ie  (1610), 
8  Co.  Rep.  121  b.  Accordingly  a  bye-law  may  impose  a  penalty,  and 
provide  that  non-payment  of  the  penalty  may  be  followed  by  distress : 
Clarke's  Case  (1580),  5  Co.  Rep.  63.  But  if  the  bye-law  goes  further, 
and  provides  that  the  distress  may  be  sold,  it  will  be  invalid:  Clarke 
V.  Tucket  (1670),  2  Vent.  182,  3  Lev.  281.  The  safest  course  is  to  pro- 
ceed in  an  action  of  debt,  Clarke's  Case,  supra  /  and  this  course  was 
adopted  in  Pierce  v.  Bartrum  (1775),  Cowp.  269. 

A  bye-law  must  be  reasonable.     The  cases  in  which  the  reasonable- 
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iiess  of  a  bye-law  has  been  considered  are  extremely  numerous,  and  de- 
pend npon  the  consideration  of  various  circumstances.  It  maybe  stated 
as  a  general  proposition  that  the  fact  that  a  bye-law  has  existed  and 
been  enforced  for  a  considerable  time  without  inconvenience  affords 
some  evidence  that  it  is  not  unreasonable  :  Rex  v.  Ashwell  (1810),  12 
East,  22.  A  bye-law  may  be  reasonable  as  between  members  of  a  cor- 
poration, and  yet  be  void  as  against  a  stranger:  D()dsirell\.  University 
of  Oxford  (1681),  2  Vent.  33;  Mayor,  &c.  of  Guildford  v.  Clarke  (1690), 
2  Vent.  247;  Eex  v.  iSteivard,  &c.  of  FaversJiam  (1799),  8  T.  K.  352, 
4  E.  R.  691. 

A  bye-law  may  be  good  in  part;  and  if  the  good  part  is  divisible 
from  the  bad,  the  good  part  may  be  enforced:  lieg.  \.  Lundie  (1861), 
31  L.  J.  M.  C.  157,  5  L.  T.  830,  10  W.  11.  267. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  subject  of  the  reasonableness  of  ordinances  by  municipal  corporations 
has  been  largely  discussed  in  this  country,  and  a  large  collection  of  instances 
was  made  by  the  present  writer  and  appended  to  a  case  in  35  Am.  Rep. 
702.  Judge  Dillon  treats  the  subject  extensively  in  chapter  12  of  his  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations.  Jlis  conclusions  are  that  ordinances  must  be  reason- 
able ;  not  oppressive ;  impartial,  fair  and  general ;  may  regulate  but  not 
restrain  trade  ;  may  not  contravene  common  right ;  mvist  be  consistent  with 
public  legislative  policy-  Among  the  examples  cited  by  him  of  void  ordi- 
nances are  the  following  :  prohibiting  auctioneers  from  selling  except  to  the 
highest  bidder,  Martin,  in  re,  27  Arkansas,  4(57  ;  forbidding  sale  of  lemonade, 
&c.,  at  a  temporary  stand,  without  paying  a  license  tax,  Barling  v.  West,  29 
Wisconsin,  307  ;  9  Am.  Rep.  576 ;  giving  to  one  person  the  right  to  remove 
and  convert  to  his  own  use  dead  animals,  as  against  the  owner;  Hiver  Render- 
ing Co.  V.  Behr,  77  Missouri,  91  ;  forbidding  importation,  sale,  or  dealing 
in  second-hand  or  cast-off  garments,  Greensboro  v.  Ehrenreich,  80  Alabama, 
.')79  ;  refusing  supply  of  water  to  the  owner  of  premises  because  the  tenant 
is  in  arrears  for  supply  at  another  house,  Dayton  v.  Quigley,  29  New  Jersey 
Equity,  77 ;  providing  for  the  arrest,  imprisonment  and  fine  of  free  negi'oes 
out  after  10  p.m.,  Mai/nr  v.  Winfeld,  8  Humphreys  (Tennessee),  707 ,  pro- 
hibiting reservation  of  seats  at  public  exhibitions,  upon  sale  of  tickets  after 
opening  of  doors,  District  of  Columbia  v.  Sarille.  1  McArthur,  581  ;  pro- 
hibiting maintenance  of  any  steam-boiler  without  authority  from  the  mayor, 
Bnllimnre  V.  Radecke,  4U  IVIaryland,  217  :  forbidding  renting  of  private  proi> 
erty  to  lewd  women,  Milliken  v.  WeatherfonJ.  .")!  Texas.  388  ;  prohibiting  all 
persons  not  inhabitants  of  the  town  from  taking  shell-fish  in  a  navigable  river. 
Clnsnn  v.  Miltvnukce,  30  Wisconsin,  310  ;  Hoyden  v.  Noyes.  5  Connecticut. 
391  ;  prohibiting  door  steps  in  a  street  inider  a  ])ower  so  to  regidate  balus- 
trades and  other  projections  on  the  roofs  or  sides  of  buildings  as  the  public 
safety  requires,  Cushing  v.  City  of  Boston,  128  Massachusetts,  330 ;  35  Am. 
Rf'p.  383. 
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Reference  is  also  made  to  the  treatment  of  tlie  subject  in  respect  to  corpo- 
rations not  municipal,  by  Mr.  Beach,  1  Corporations,  sect.  818,  et  seq. 
The  following  is  the  list  given  in  note-,  35  Am.  Rep.  702  :  — 
"  The  following  ordinances  have  been  held  unreasonable  and  invalid  :  To 
require  a  railroad  company  to  keep  a  flagman  by  day  and  a  red  lantern  by 
night,  at  an  ordinary  street  crossing  ;  Toledo,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Cily  ofJacksoncille, 
67  Illinois  37,  16  Am.  Rep.  611.  Prohibiting  the  sale,  without  license,  of 
lemonade  at  a  temporary  stand ;  Barling  v.  West,  29  Wisconsin,  307 ;  9  Am. 
Rep.  576.  Requiring  druggists  to  fm-nish  quarterly  statements  showing  kinds 
and  quantities  of  alcoholic  liquors  sold,  and  to  whom ;  City  of  Clinton  v. 
Phillips,  58  Illinois,  102  ;  11  Am.  Rep.  52.  Exacting  a  fee  of  five  cents  for 
every  sale  of  hay  or  other  produce  within  the  city ;  Kip  v.  City  of  Paterson, 
26  New  Jersey  L.  298.  Prohibiting  a  gas  company  from  opening  a  paved 
street  for  the  purpose  of  connecting  houses  with  their  main ;  Comm'rs  v. 
Gas  Co.,  12  Pennsylvania  State,  318.  Requiring  owners  of  theatres  to  pay  the 
city  constable  two  dollars  for  every  night  of  his  attendance  at  public  perform- 
ances therein  ;  Waters  v.  Leech,  3  Arkansas,  110.  For  the  arrest  and  confine- 
ment in  the  caboose  overnight  of  all  free  negroes  found  out  after  10  o'clock ; 
Mayor  v.  Winfeld,  8  Humphreys  (Tennessee),  707.  Requiring  a  license  fee 
from  hucksters ;  Dunham  v.  Trustees,  5  Cowen  (New  York),  462.  Forbid- 
ding auctioneers  to  sell  after  sundown  ;  Hayes  v.  City  of  Appleton,  24  Wiscon- 
sin, .542.  Subjecting  non-resident  owners  of  estrays  to  a  penalty ;  Town  of 
Marietta  v.  Fearing,  4  Ohio,  427.  Prohibiting  cattle,  horses  and  swine  from 
limning  at  lai'ge  in  streets,  unless  such  ordinance  is  specially  authorized  by 
cliarter  ;  Collins  v.  Hatch,  18  Ohio,  522.  Prohibiting  sale  of  beer,  ale  or  other 
intoxicating  liquors,  in  a  less  quantity  than  twenty-eight  gallons  at  one  time, 
unless  specially  authorized  by  statute ;  Com.  v.  Turner,  1  Gushing  (Mass.) 
493.  Inflicting  a  penalty  for  selling  dressed  hay  without  inspection,  such 
sale  being  tolerated  by  statute ;  Mayor  v.  Nichols,  4  Hill  (New  York),  209. 
Authorizing  police  officers  to  make  arrests  without  warrants,  for  breaches  of 
ordinances  not  committed  in  their  presence  ;  Pesterfeld  v.  Mayor,  ^c,  3  Cold- 
well  (Tennessee),  205.  Exacting  that  all  slaughtering  shall  be  done  for  a 
certain  period  at  a  certain  building  ;  the  owners  of  which  shall  be  paid  a  fixed 
X)rice  for  the  privilege  of  those  slaughtering ;  City  of  Chicago  v.  Rumpff,  45 
Illinois,  90.  Forbidding  porters,  runners,  hackmen,  draymen,  expressmen,  om- 
nibus agents  and  drivers,  from  approaching  within  twenty  feet  of  any  wharf  or 
depot  on  the  arrival  of  any  steamboat  or  train,  unless  requested  by  a  passenger  ; 
it  being  shown  that  such  approach  was  arranged  by  an  agreement  between  a 
railroad  and  an  omnibus  company ;  Nafman  v.  People,  19  Michigan,  352. 
Forbidding  any  but  inhabitants  of  the  city  to  take  fish  in  a  navigable  river 
within  the  city  limits ;  Hayden  v.  Noyes,  5  Connecticut,  391.  Forbidding 
sale  of  goods  on  Sunday,  but  allowing  it  by  Jews ;  City  of  Shrereport  v.  Levy, 
26  Louisiana  Annual,  671 ;  21  Am.  Rep.  553.  Punishing  the  wanton  in- 
jury of  private  shade  trees ;  Goshen  v.  Crary,  58  Indiana,  268.  Granting  a 
franchise  to  build  and  maintaiu  a  toll-bridge  across  a  river  flowing  through 
a  city;  Williams  v.  Davidson,  43  Texas,  1.  Requiring  milk -dealers  to  pay  a 
license  fee  for  each  cart  run  by  them ;   Chicago  v.  Bartree,  Illinois  Appeal 
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Ct.  .Jan.  1S81.  Proliiliitiii^'  fanners,  gardeners.  &-c..  from  selling  vegetables 
grown  by  tliein,  in  the  streets,  without  license;  Cihj  of  St.  Paul  v.  I'l-dcijer., 
l!;')  Minn.  Iil8;  !S.  C.  Am.  Rep.  402.  •  rrohibiting  licensed  retailers  of  sjiirit- 
uous  liquors  from  selling  between  (J  v.  m.  and  ti  a.  m.  ;    Ward  v.  Mityor,  ^v., 

8  Baxter  (Tennessee),  2'J8  ;  oo  Am.  Kep.  70(». 

"  The  following  ordinances  have  been  held  reasonable  and  valid  :  Fixing 
the  price  at  which  j)rivate  citizens  may  tap  j)ublic  sewers ;  Fiaher  v.  Harris- 
burg,  2  Grant  (Penn.),  "291.  Prohibiting  carriages  from  standing  in  a  street  more 
than  fifteen  minutes,  in  connection  with  a  police  regulation  that  a  space  of 
thirty-live  feet  about  the  door  of  a  particular  place  of  public  entertainment 
must  be  kept  clear;  Com.  \.  Robertson,  b  Cushing  (Mass.).  ■1;58.  Subjecting 
evei-y  dog-owner  to  a  fine  of  $100  for  the  biting  of  any  person  by  his  dog 
outside  of  the  owner's  °inclosure ;  Com.  v.  Steffee,7  Bush  (Kentucky),  Kil. 
Levying  a  tax  of  i|1.50  on  every  retailer  of  spirituous  liquors  ;  Maijor  v.  Be.asly, 
1  Humphreys  (Tennessee).  282.  Fo)-bidding  restaurants  to  be  kept  ojien 
after  10  o'clock  at  night.  State  v.  Freeman,-]^  Xew  Hampshire,  420.  Pro- 
hibiting awnings  before  doors,  unless  authorized  by  mayor  and  aldermen; 
Ptdrkk  V.  Bailey,  12  Gray  (Mass.).  101.  Prohibiting  the  removal  of  sand, 
stone,  or  earth  from  the  lake  shore  within  one  hundred  feet  of  high-water 
mark;  Clason  v.  City  of  Milwaukee.  '■]()  Wisconsin,  316.  Forbidding  the  driv- 
ing of  horses  on  a  trot  or  gallop  in  the  streets  ;  Com.  v.  Worcester,  3  Picker- 
ing (Mass.),  402.  Compelling  boats  with  damaged  corn  or  putrid  substances 
on  board,  or  coming  from  any  place  infected  with  malignant  or  contagious 
disease,  to  anchor  in  the  middle  of  the  river,  and  not  to  land  until  exaniiiu'd 
by  the  city  physician  ;  Dahois  v.  City  Council  of  Auyusta,  Dudley  (Ge(ji'gia) 
3(1.  Forbidding  keeping  more  than  fifty-six  pounds  of  gunpowder,  and  re- 
quiring it  to  be  kept  in  tin  or  copper,  under  i)enalty  of  i^oO  to  i^oOO ;  Williiuiis 
v.  ("ily  Council  of  Aufjusta,  4  (ieorgia.  50J».  ]\laking  it  a  penal  offence  to  sell 
spirits  in  quantities  of  a  quart  or  more  to  be  drunk  on  the  i)rennses  where 
sold,  when  inconsistent  with  the  State  law  ;  Adams  \.  Mayor  of  Albany.  2!> 
Georgia,  50.  Fixing  a  retailer's  liquor  license  fee  at  .f  .)00  ;  Perdue  v.  Ellis,  18 
id.  oSO.  Forbidding  keeping  open  a  confectionery  on  Sunday  after  9  o'clock 
A.  :\i.  ;  Cilij  of  St.  Louis  v.  Cafferato.  24  ^lissouri.  94.  For  punishing  vagrants  : 
City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Bentz,  11  id.  01.     ('(nnpelling  closing  of  dram  shops  at 

9  o'clock  r.  M.  ;  Smith  v.  Mayor.  3  Head  ('I'ennessee),  245.  Ahddng  it  penal 
to  sell  goods  on  Sunday;  City  Council  v.  Benjamin.  2  Strobhart  Law  (So. 
Car.)  5()S.  Making  it  penal  for  unlicensed  I'l'tail  grocers  to  liavc  spirituous 
Ii(juors  on  tlicii-  ])remises ;  City  Council  v.  .Mirens.  A  id.  211  :  Heisenbrittle  V. 
City  Council.  2  Mc:Mullan  (So.  Car.),  233.  Authorizing  commissioners  to  vacate 
leases  of  market  stalls;  City  Council  v.  Coldsmitli,2  Speer  (So.  Car.),  428. 
To  close  dram  shops  from  10.30  p.  M.  to  5  A.  M. ;  Stale  v.  Welch,  36  Connecti- 
cut, 215.  Prohibiting  swine  running  at  large  ;  Com.  v.  Patch,  97  JNlassachu- 
setts,  221  ;  Com.  v.  Bean,  14  Gray  (Mass.),  52.  Prescribing  certain  streets  as 
route  for  travel  of  omnibuses  and  hacks,  and  excluding  such  vehicles  from 
other  streets ;  Com.  v.  Stodder,  2  Cushing  (Mass.),  562.  Prohibiting  the  em- 
ployment of  any  but  a  licensed  person  in  removing  offal  and  house  dirt  from 
a  city;    Vandine,  Petitioner,  0  Pickering  (Mass.),  187.     Requiring  license  in 


K.  C.   VOL.  VII.]  SECT.  I. — CONSTITUTION.  285 

No.  4.  — Johnson  v.  Mayor,  &^c.  of  Croydon.  —  Notes. 

order  to  sell  certain  commodities  in  certain  streets;  Nightingale,  Peti/ioner,  11 
id.  IfiS.  Forbidding  new  burial  grounds  within  a  city ;  Cil>/  Council  nf  Charles- 
ton V.  Baptist  Church,  4  Strobhai-t  Law,  (8o.  Car.),  306.  Reciuiring  butchers 
(()  l)e  licensed  and  to  pay  $200  therefor,  St.  Paul  v.  Coulter,  TJ  Minnesota,  41. 
Forbidding  obstruction  of  street  cars  by  other  vehicles  ;  State  v.  Foley,  31 
Iowa,  527 ;  7  Am.  Rep.  166.  Taxing  vehicles  hauling  into  and  out  of  a  city, 
under  a  statutory  authority  to  tax  vehicles  used  within  the  city  ;  City  of  St. 
Charles  v.  Noble,  51  Missouri,  122  ;  11  Am.  Rep.  440.  Permitting  tlie  closing 
of  a  drawbridge  across  a  navigable  river  in  a  city  every  ten  minutes  for  the 
passage  of  persons  and  vehicles,  and  forbidding  any  attempt  by  navigators  to 
pass  the  draw  when  closed  ;  Chicago  v.  McGuire,  51  Illinois,  266  ;  2  Am.  Rep. 
295.  Forbidding  wagons  loaded  with  perishable  produce  to  remain  in  streets 
within  limits  of  a  market  more  than  twenty  minutes  between  11a.  m.  and 
4  p.  M.,  unless  permitted  by  superintendent  of  market ;  Com.  v.  Brooks,  109 
Massachusetts,  355.  Compelling  hackmen,  &c.,  to  observe  the  orders  of  the 
police  as  to  the  stands  which  they  and  their  vehicles  may  take  while  wait- 
ing for  employment  near  any  railway  station ;  City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Smith, 
27  Minnesota,  364.  Imposing  a  license  tax  on  vehicles  using  the  streets,  and 
a  fine  for  disobedience  ;  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Green,  70  Missouri,  562.  An  ordi- 
nance authorizing  the  mayor  to  grant  licenses  'to  such  persons  as  in  his 
judgment  shall  appear  proper  and  best  calculated  to  secure  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  citj'^  pure  and  wholesome  milk,'  and  prohibiting  the  sale  of  milk 
by  others  in  the  city,  and  making  unauthorized  sale  a  misdemeanor.  People, 
ex  rel.  v.  Mulholland,  82  N.  Y.  324 ;  37  Am.  Rep.  568.'* 

This  doctrine  was  applied  in  .S^^.  Luke's  Church  v.  Matthews,  4  Desaussure 
(So.  Car.),  578;  6  Am.  Dec.  619,  where  it  was  held  that  a  by-law  requiring 
each  inhabitant  of  the  parish,  otherwise  entitled  to  vote  at  church  elections, 
to  pay  if  50  before  he  should  be  allowed  to  vote,  was  void,  as  "  an  attempt  to 
transcend  the  powers  given  and  to  alter  the  qualification  of  voters,  and  was 
a  violation  of  the  charter."  The  Court  distinguished  3  Burr.  1833,  and  added  : 
"  This  power,  if  it  really  be  lawful  to  a  corporation,  must  be  exercised  with  great 
caution,  with  no  sinister  designs,  and  without  counteracting  the  charter  or 
substituting  a  n&w  rule,  to  entitle  it  to  support." 

In  Matter  of  L.  I.  R.  Co.,  19  AYendell  (Xew  York),  37  ;  32  Am.  Dec.  429, 
the  charter  gave  the  directors  no  power  to  declare  a  forfeiture  of  stock,  and 
it  was  held  that  a  by-law  declaring  that  stock  should  be  forfeited  for  default 
in  the  payment  of  calls  could  not  be  legally  enacted  under  a  power  "  to  make 
by-laws  not  inconsistent  with  any  existing  law,  for  the  management  of  its 
property,  the  regulation  of  its  affairs,  and  for  the  transfer  of  stock."  Nelson, 
C.  J.,  cited  the  elder  English  cases,  and  after  qiioting  the  charter  provision 
above  given,  observed  that  it  "  would  have  existed  as  incidental.  When 
taken  as  incidental  it  must  be  exercised  in  conformity  to  the  general  law  of 
the  land,  that  being  the  rule  to  regulate  the  proceedings  of  artificial  bodies, 
as  well  as  the  conduct  of  natural  persons,  independently  of  express  provisions 
of  the  charters  of  those  companies  to  the  contrary.  This  general  law  has 
ascertained  the  rights  of  person  and  of  property  of  the  citizen,  and  established 
modes  of  proceeding  in  case  of  a  violation  of  them ;    and  corporate  bodies 


286  CORPORATION. —  PART   I. 

No.  4.  —  Johnson  v.  Mayor,  &oc.  of  Croydon.  —  Notes. 

must  conform  to  tlu'in,  in  >eekiiig  redress,  the  same  as  individuals.  The  former 
can  no  more  take  the  remedy  into  their  own  hands  than  can  the  hitter." 
Citing  Kirk  v.  MorrilL  1  T.  K.  118;  Clark's  Case,  :5  Salk.  7f),  &c.  'Jlie  same 
point  is  adjudged  in  Rosenhdck  v.  Salt  Springs  Nal.  Bk.,  oo  Bai'bovir  (Xew 
York  Supr.  Ct.),  500. 

In  Scnjre  v.  Loaiscille  Union  Bc.neo.  .l,s-.s-'/(,  1  Duvall  (Kentucky).  l-l-'5  ;  85 
Am.  Dec.  G13,  tli6  defenchint  was  a  corporate  association  of  conunon  carriers, 
formed  for  cliaritable  and  protective  purposes  toward  its  membei's.  A  by- 
law provided  that  any  member  who  should  carry  freight  for  less  than  the 
estaljlished  rates  should  be  fined.  This  w'as  held  void.  The  Court  said  : 
"  The  power  of  a  coi'poratiun  to  make  by-laws  for  the  government  of  its 
members  does  not  authorize  it  to  violate  law,  nor  to  require  its  members  to 
do  so.  The  power  is  limited  by  the  nature  of  the  corporation,  and  the  laws 
of  the  country.  It  can  nuike  no  rule  which  is  contrary  to  law.  good  morals, 
or  public  policy."  '*  But  in  the  case  under  consideration,  the  members  agreed 
that  no  one  should  carry  freight  for  less  tlian  the  rate  fixed  by  the  associa- 
tion, without  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  rate  was  reasonable  or 
not.  We  find  nothing  in  the  charter  from  which  it  can  reasonably  be  in- 
ferred that  the  legislature  meant  to  authorize  such  a  combination." 

In  Kent  v.  Quirksilrer  MiniiKj  Co..  7S  Xew  York,  182,  the  question  was 
of  the  power  to  make  pi-efen-ed  stock  by  a  by-law,  and  the  Court  said  :  "  There 
is  a  power  in  this  charter  to  alter,  amend,  add  to,  oi-  repeal  at  ]>leasure,  by-laws 
before  made."  It  was  argued  from  this  tluit  it  was  in  the  jiower  of  the  coijio- 
rate  body,  in  due  form  and  maniiei',  to  alter  the  by-hiw  a\  liich  had  fixed 
the  amount  of  the  capital  stock  and  tlic  numliei'  and  lelative  value  of  the 
shares  thereof.  The  power  to  make  by-laws  is  to  make  such  as  are  not  in- 
consistent with  the  Constitution  and  the  law  ;  and  the  power  to  alter  has  the 
same  limit,  so  that  no  alteration  could  be  made  which  would  infringe  a  right 
already  given  and  secured  by  the  contract  of  the  coi'poration.  Xor  was  the 
power  to  alter,  to  the  extent  of  affecting  the  contracted  relative  value  of  a 
share,  reserved  when  the  share  was  sold  to  the  stockholder,  so  as  to  enter  into 
and  form  a  part  of  the  contract.  An  alteration  \><  a  pro  tanin  re])eal;  but  no 
private  corporation  can  repeal  a  by-law  so  as  \o  inqiair  rights  which  have 
1)een  given  and  become  vested  by  virtue  of  the  by-law  afterwai'd  re])eale(l. 
All  by-laws  must  be  reasonable  and  consistent  with  tiie  general  laws  of  the 
land,  which  are  to  be  determined  by  the  courts  when  a  case  is  properly  be- 
foie  them.  Master,  <!\t.  v.  Green,  1  Ld.  Raym.  ll^l.  A  by-law  may  regulate  or 
modify  the  constitlition  of  a  corporation,  l)ut  cannot  alter  it.  Rex  v.  Calhush, 
1  P.urr.  2-204;  R.  Co.  v.  Allerton.  18  Wall.  2:}:3.  The  alteration  of  a  by-law  is 
but  the  making  of  another  upon  the  same  matter.  If  the  first  nnist  be  reason- 
able and  in  accord  with  principles  of  law,  so  must  that  which  alters  it.  If 
then  the  power  is  reserved  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal,  and  that  reservation 
enters  into  a  contract,  the  power  reserved  is  to  j)ass  reasonable  by-laws  agree> 
able  to  law.  But  a  by-law  that  will  disturb  a  vested  right  is  not  such.  See 
Grmi  V.  Portland  Bank,  8  Mass.  804  ;  8  Am.  Dec.  156  ;  Grant,  Corii.  91." 

in  Biuld  \.  Muhomah  St.  Ry.  Co.  15  Oregon,  418  ;  8  Am.  S.  Hep.  ](;r»,  it  was 
lield  that  a  by-law  providing  for  sale  for  deliiupu-nt  stock-assessmi'iit  nnist  be 
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reasonable  and  general,  affect  all  delincjuent  stockholders  and  all  delinquent 
stock  alike,  and  must  not  be  directed  against  the  stock  or  interests  of  a  par- 
ticular named  stockholder.  Citing  Comnirs  v.  Gas  Co.,  \'l  Pennsylvania 
State,  ;318;  People  v.  Youny  Men's,  Sfc.  Soc,  41  Michigan,  tJ7. 

In  American  L.  S.  Co.  v.  Chicago  L.  S.  Exchange,  H-i  Illinois,  210;  36  Am. 
St.  Rep.  385,  it  was  held  that  a  by-law  prohibiting  members  of  a  corporation 
from  dealing  with  others,  is  invalid  as  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  that  a  stranger 
cannot  invoke  its  illegality  ;  the  objection  can  be  raised  only  by  a  member  of 
the  association.  "  If  the  association,  or  a  majority  of  its  members,  pass  by- 
laws which  are  unreasonable,  or  contrary  to  law  or  public  policy,  and  attempt 
to  enforce  them  as  against  a  dissenting  or  unwilling  minority,  such  minority 
may  undoubtedly,  in  proper  cases,  appeal  to  the  courts  for  relief  against  theii* 
enforcement.  But  mere  strangers  have  ordinarily  no  right  to  intei'fere. 
They  do  not  apply  to  and  are  not  binding  upon  them." 

In  Mattheios  v.  Associated  Press,  136  New  York,  333;  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  741, 
the  Court  said:  "  If  the  by-law  be  unreasonable  or  oppressive,  or  if  it  tend 
improperly  to  restrain  trade  and  thereby  to  create  a  monopoly,  or  if  it  be  an 
unlawful  interference  with  a  member's  right  to  contract,  or  if  it  restrict  the 
lil>erty  of  the  press,  in  all  or  any  of  these  cases  the  by-law  would  be  beyond 
the  power  of  the  company  to  adopt  or  pass,  and  it  would  be  illegal."  But  it 
was  held  that  a  by-law  of  a  news  association,  prohibiting  its  members  from 
pul)lishing  or  receiving  the  despatches  of  any  other  news  association  covering 
the  same  territory  and  organized  for  the  same  purpose,  is  not  unreasonable 
nor  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade. 

But  if  in  restraint  of  trade  it  would  be  void.  Butchers'  Bene/.  Ass'n.  35 
Pennsylvania  State,  151  ;  Moore  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  52  ^Missouri,  357. 

So  if  contrary  to  the  charter.  American  Legion  of  Honor  v.  Perrg.  140 
IMassachussetts,  580;  Presb.  M.  A.  Fund  v.  Allen,  106  Indiana,  593;  State  v. 
Curtis,  9  Nevada,  325  ;  Bergman  v.  St.  Paul,  ^'c.  B.  Ass'n,  29  Minnesota,  275. 
Where  the  charter  gives  the  stockholders  the  right  to  elect  officers,  this  can- 
not be  abridged  by  a  by-law.  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37  California,  15.  A  com- 
pany chartered  to  insm-e  against  fire  alone  cannot  by  a  by-law  bind  itself  to 
insure  against  lightning.  .4  ndrews  v.  Union,  S,-c.  Ins.  Co.,  37  Maine,  256.  See 
Great  Falls,  ^t.  Jns.  Co.  v.  Harvey,  45  New  Hampshire,  292 ;  Railway  Co.  v. 
Allerton,  18  Wallace  (U.  S.  Supr.  Ct),  233. 

A  by-law  authorizing  voting  by  proxy  is  invalid  unless  the  charter  gives 
the  right.  Taylor  v.  Grisivold,  14  New  Jersey  Law,  222 ;  Philips  v.  Wickham, 
1  Paige  Chancery  (New  York),  590 ;  Peoi^le  v.  Twaddell,  18  Hun  (New  York 
Supr.  Ct.),  427.  But  contra:  People  v.  Croxsley,  69  Illinois,  195;  State  v 
Tudor,  5  Day  (Connecticut),  329;  5  Am.  Dec.  162. 

By-laws  unreasonably  interfering  with  the  transfer  of  stock  are  void. 
Moore  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  52  Missouri,  357 ;  Qniner  v.  Marblehead  Ins.  Co. 
10  Massachusetts,  476. 

Personal  liability  for  corporate  debts  cannot  be  imposed  by  the  by-laws 
alone.  Trustees,  Sfc.  v.  Flint,  13  Metcalf  (:\Iass.),  539  ;  Kennebec,  §'c.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kendall,  31  Maine,  470  ;  Reid  v.  Eatonton  Manufacturing  Co.,  40  Alabama,  98. 
A  lien  on  the  stock  however  may  thus  be  created  for  a  debt  of  the  holder  to 
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the  company.  Lockivood  v.  Mechanics^  Nat.  Bk.,  9  Rhode  Island,  308 ;  Young 
V.  Vough,2-i  New  Jer.sey  Efiuity,  325 :  Bank  \.  Bank:  4'i  Missouri.  018.  But 
not  as  against  an  innocent  snl)se(iiient  purchaser.  DriscoU  v.  West  Bradlei/, 
^r.  Co.,  59  New  York,  96 ;  Merchants'  Bk.  v.  Slioase,  102  Pennsylvania  State, 
48«;  BuUardv.  Bank,  18  Wallace,  .389;  Bunk  v.  Durfe,-.,  118  Missouri,  431 ; 
40  Am.  St.  Rep.  396. 

A  by-law  tending  to  oust  the  courts  of  jurisdiction  by  compelling  arliitra- 
tion  is  invalid.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Morse,  20  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sujir.  Ct.),  445. 
As  one  providing  that  suit  on  an  insurance  policy  shall  be  brought  in  a  cer- 
tain county.     Nute  v.  Hamilton,  6fc.  Ins.  Co.,  (J  Gray  (Mass.),  174. 

A  by-law  providing  for  tlie  expulsion  of  any  member  of  an  incorporated 
mutual  benefit  society  for  "vilifying"  any  other  member  is  void.  Common- 
wealth v.  Sil.  Patrick's  Soc,  2  Binney  (Pennsylvania).  441. 

In  Thomas  \.  Mutual  Prot.  Union,  49  Ilun,  171,  the  New  York  Supreme 
Court  held  that  a  by-law  imposing  a  penalty  on  any  member  who  should  play 
with  any  persons  not  members,  was  void,  and  an  injunction  was  gi'anted 
against  its  enforcement.  On  appeal  this  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  no 
case  was  shown  for  the  exercise  of  the  equitable  remedy  of  injunction  (121 
New  York,  45,  54). 

See  note,  34  Am.  Dec.  627 ;  1  Thompson  on  Corporations,  §  1010,  et  scq. 


Section  II.  —  Qualification ^  Election,  ami  Removal. 

No.  5.  — EEG.  V.  MAYOR,   kc.   OF   EXETER  (Ex  parte 
WESCOMB). 

(Q.  B.  1S68.) 

RULE. 

The  question  whether  a  person  is  an  inhabitant  house- 
holder, within  the  meaning  of  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  1835  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76),  s.  9,  substantially  repro- 
duced by  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50,  s.  9  (2),  is  a  question  of 
fact. 

Reg.  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Exeter  (Ex  parte  Wescomb). 

L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  110-11.3  (s.  c.  19  L.  T.  397). 

[110]  Municipal  Corporation. — '■'■  Inhnhitant  Householder." 

A.,  after  carrying  on  business  and  residing  at  Exeter  for  many  years,  went 
to  live  in  London.  He  continued  hi.s  business,  which  compelled  liim  often  to 
visit  Exeter,  and  he  kept  some  offices  and  rooms  there.  He  was  in  Exeter 
about  twenty  times  since  Michaelmas,  18G7,  sta3'ing  each  time  from  four  to 
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I    — 

I  ten  days.     On  these  occasions  he  always  transacted  his  business,  slept,  and 

took  some  of  his  meals  in  his  own  rooms. 
I  Held,  that  the  question  whether  a  person  is  an  inhabitant  householder 
-within  s.  9  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  de- 
pends upon  whether  there  has  been  such  a  degree  of  inhabitance  as  to  be  in 
I  substance  and  in  common  sense  a  residence,  and  that  A.  was  an  inhabitant 
I  householder  in  Exeter,  as  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  he  had  a 
I  residence  there  as  well  as  in  London. 

A.,  having  been  struck  off  the  burgess  list  of  a  borough  on  objection  at  the 

i  revision,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  mayor  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus 

I  should  not  issue  commanding  him  to  admit  A.  to  the  office  of  burgess  of  the 

I  borough.     The  rule  was  directed  to  the  mayor  only,  and  he  did  not  appear  to 

show  cause. 

Held,  that  the  burgess  on  whose  objection  A.'s  name  had  been  struck  off 
had  a  locus  standi,  and  might  be  heard  to  show  cause. 


Eule  calling  on  the  Mayor  of  Exeter  to  show  cause  why  a  writ 
of  mandamvs  should  not  issue,  commanding  him  to  admit 
Charles  *  Wescomb  into  the  place  and  office  of  one  of  the   [*111] 
hurgesses  of  the  said  city. 

"Wescomb  carried  on  the  business  of  newspaper  proprietor  and 
printer,  in  Exeter,  for  seventeen  years.  For  a  long  time  he  lived 
in  a  house  in  Exeter,  which  he  quitted  shortly  before  Michaelmas, 
1867,  having  at  that  time  purchased  a  business  in  London,  where 
he  took  a  dwelling-hou.se  and  went  to  reside  ;  but  he  still  continued 
his  business  in  Exeter.  At  that  time,  Wescomb  was  the  owner  and 
occupier  of  three  offices  and  rooms  for  an  attendant,  in  Gandy  Street, 
in  Exeter.  Immediately  before  quitting  his  dwelling-house  in 
Exeter,  he  furnished  one  of  the  three  offices  as  a  bedroom,  so  that 
he  might  reside  there  when  he  visited  Exeter,  which  he  was  often 
compelled  to  do  to  attend  to  his  business  there.  Wescomb 's  rooms 
were  approached  by  a  staircase  which  was  private  to  these  rooms, 
and  there  was  a  door  of  communication  between  the  room  furnished 
as  a  bedroom,  and  a  room  adjoining  occupied  by  the  person  who 
attended  to  Wescomb  when  he  was  in  occupation.  A  portion  of 
Wescomb's  family  slept  in  these  rooms  in  Gandy  Street  for  several 
nights  in  the  years  1867  and  1868.  Wescomb  had  been  in  Exeter 
about  twenty  times  since  Michaelmas,  1867,  for  the  purpose  of 
attending  to  his  business,  and  his  stay  on  each  of  those  occasions 
lasted  from  four  to  ten  days.  During  these  visits  to  Exeter,  he 
always  occupied  the  rooms  in  Gandy  Street,  transacted  all  his 
business,  took  some  of  his  meals,  and  slept  there.     Wescomb  kept 
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the  rooms  solely  for  his  own  private  accommodation,  and  could  and 
did  use  them  on  all  occasions.  He  was  rated  in  his  own  name  as 
occupier  and  owner  of  the  house  in  Gandy  Street,  and  paid  poor- 
rates  and  all  other  rates  and  assessments  in  respect  of  the  house. 
Wescomb's  name  was  on  the  burgess  list  in  respect  of  this  property, 
and  was  expunged  on  the  objection  of  another  burgess,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  an  inhabitant  householder  within  s.  9  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  76.  )^      It  was 

admitted  that  he  was  an  occupier  within  that  section. 
[*  112]       Charles  claimed  to  show  cause  on  behalf  of  the  burgess  *  at 
whose  instance  Wescomb's  name  had  been  struck  off  the  list. 

Lopes,  contra,  submitted  that  the  objecting  burgess  had  no  locus 
standi. 

The  Court  decided  that  the  objecting  burgess  w\as  entitled  to 
show  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  mayor,  although  the  rule  was 
directed  to  the  mayor  alone,  and  he  did  not  appear.  The  Court 
also  expressed  an  opinion  that  it  would  in  general  be  well  in  case.s 
such  as  this  to  give  notice  of  the  rule  to  the  objecting  burgess  as 
well  as  to  the  mayor. 

Charles.  The  only  question  is  whether  Wescomb  is  an  inhabi- 
tant householder.  His  residence  was  in  London,  and  there  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  he  had  any  second  residence.  In 
Whithorn  v.  Thomas,  7  Man.  &  G.  1,  a  freeman  of  T.  had  a  bed- 
room there,  but  resided  more  than  seven  miles  from  T.  He  slept 
in  this  bedroom  twelve  times  in  six  months.  It  was  held  that  he 
did  not  reside  at  T.  during  that  six  months.  Wescomb's  residence 
in  Exeter  is,  moreover,  colourable.  It  is  for  the  pui'pose  of  entit- 
ling himself  to  vote. 

Lopes,  in  support  of  the  rule.  —  The  residence  of  Wescomb  was 
bona  fide  for  the  purpose  of  looking  after  his  business,  and  not 
merely  colourable.  Even  if  the  object  of  the  residence  be  to 
obtain  a  vote,  that  does  not  detract  from  the  right  of  the  party, 
Wliithorn  v.  Tliomas.  Wescomb  has  spent  upwards  of  three 
months,  at  least,  at  Exeter  since  Michaelmas,  1867,  in  attending 
to  his  business  there.  This  is  sufficient  evidence  that  he  has,  in 
fact,  two  residences,  one  in  London,  and  the  other  in  Exeter. 
Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J, ,  says,  in  Rex,  v,  Sargent^  5  T,  E.  466,  468 : 
"  It  happens  perpetually  that  persons  have  different  places  of  abode, 

^  The  section  is  substantially  reproduced  by  the  Consolidation  Act,  45  &  46  Vict. 
c.  50,  s.  9  (2). 
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in  some  of  which  they  reside,  more  or  less,  as  suits  their  con- 
venience. Was  it  ever  doubted  that  a  fortnight's  residence,  or  less 
time,  did  not  as  much  constitute  a  residence  as  any  greater  portion 
of  time  ?  In  Hex  v.  Buke  of  Ilichmond,  6  T.  E.  560,  561,  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  ivarrnnto  was  granted  to  try 
whether  the  residence  was  bond  fide.  Tliere  the  Duke  of  Eich- 
mond,  who  did  not  appear  to  have  been  resident  in  the 
town  before,  took  a  lodging  just  on  the  eve  of  *  the  elec-  [*  113] 
tion,  and  slept  there  two  or  three  times  in  his  way  to  and 
from  the  camps  in  the  neighbourhood.  This,  however,  would 
clearly  not  be  a  sufficient  residence.  The  principle  upon  which 
Whithorn  v.  Thomas  was  decided  is  in  favour  of  the  present  rule 
although  the  actual  decision  was  that  there  was  no  residence. 

Blackburn,  J.  Tlie  real  question  in  this  case  is  whether  or  not 
Mr.  Wescomb  was  an  inhal)itant  householder  in  Exeter.  He 
appears  to  have  had  all  the  other  necessary  qualifications.  If  he 
was,  in  fact,  inhabiting  the  offices  in  Gandy  Street,  that  is  suffi- 
cient. There  is  no  strict  or  definite  rule  for  ascertaining  what  is 
inhabitance  or  residence.  The  words  have  nearly  the  same 
meaning.  Sleeping  once  or  twice  in  a  place  would  not  constitute 
inhabitance.  There  is  no  precise  line  to  be  drawn.  It  is  always, 
if  the  inhabiting  is  lonci  fide,  a  question  of  more  or  less.  The 
question  is  whether  there  has  been  such  a  degree  of  inhal)itance 
as  to  be,  in  substance  and  in  common  sense,  a  residence.  When  a 
person  has  a  country  and  a  town  house,  it  is  a  mere  question  of 
fact  whether  he  has  two,  or  only  one  residence.  When,  as  in  this 
case,  a  man  leaves  one  residence  to  go  elsewhere  to  transact  real 
business,  whether  he  has  two  residences  depends  on  quantity  and 
amount.  It  is  a  pure  question  of  fact.  As  the  residence  was 
clearly  not  frivolous  or  merely  colourable,  I  think  that  the  amount 
of  residence  Was  sufficient  to  entitle  Mr.  Wescomb  to  a  vote,  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  discharging  the  rule. 

Hayes,  J. ,  concurred.  Rule  absolute. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  qualifications  necessary  to  entitle  a  person  to  be  enrolled  as  a 
burgess  are:  (a)  that  lie  should  be  of  full  age;  (b)  that  he  should  have 
been  in  the  joint  or  several  occupation  of  qualifying  property;  (c)  that 
he  should  have  resided  within  the  borough  or  within  seA'en  miles 
thereof  during  the  preceding  twelve  months;  (d)  and  (e)  that  he  shouhl 


292  CORPOItATION.  —  PART    I. 

No.  5.  —  Reg.  V.  Uayor,  &-c.  of  Exeter  (Ex  parte  Wescomb).  —  Notec. 

liave  been  rated  and  paid  the  rates  in  respect  of  the  qualif  ving  property 
during  the  preceding  twelve  niontlis.  Every  [terson  so  qualified  is  en- 
titled to  be  enrolled  as  a  burgess  unless  ((/)  he  is  an  alien,  (h)  he  has 
received  union  or  parochial  relief  or  other  alms  during  the  twelve 
months  preceding  enrolment,  or  (c)  he  is  disentitled  under  any  Act  of 
Parliament:  INIunicipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50), 
s.  9.  The  disqualihcation  (r)  is  a  conviction  for  treason  or  felony,  and 
subsists  until  the  convict  has  suffered  the  penalty  imposed,  or  shall 
have  received  a  pardon  from  the  Crown,  Forfeiture  Act  1870  (23  &  24 
Vict.  c.  23),  s.  2;  or  for  an  offence  against  the  Munici[)al  Elections 
(Corrupt  and  Illegal  Practices)  Act  1884  (47  and  48  Vict.  c.  70), 
ss.  2  and  7. 

By  the  Municipal  Voters  Pvelief  Act,  1885  (48  Vict.  c.  9),  s.  2,  it  is 
provided:  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  a  man  shall  not  be 
disqualified  from  being  enrolled  or  voting  as  a  burgess  at  any  munici- 
jjal  election  in  a  borough,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  any  house,  by 
reason  only  that  during  apart  of  the  qualifying  period,  not  exceeding 
four  months  in  the  whole,  he  has,  by  letting  or  otherwise,  permitted 
such  house  to  be  occupied  as  a  furnished  dwelling-house  by  some  other 
j^erson,  and  during  such  occupation  has  not  resided  watliin  seven  miles 
of  the  borough. 

The  payment  of  rates  is  essential  in  order  to  entitle  a  person  to  be 
placed  on  the  burgess  list :  Wade  v.  Falmer  (1893),  1894,  1  Q.  B.  268, 
70  L.  T.  407. 

Councillors  are  not  so  restricted  as  to  their  area  of  residence  as  are 
burgesses,  and  are  eligible  for  office  if  resident  within  fifteen  miles  of 
a  borough  :  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50),  s.  11. 
The  names  of  persons  eligible  for  office,  but  not  qualified  to  be  enrolled 
as  burgesses  by  reason  of  non-residence  within  seven  miles,  are  kept  in 
a  separate  list:  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50), 
s.  11. 

The  Acts  of  1835  and  1882  provided  that  no  person  should  be  ad- 
mitted a  freeman  by  gift  or  by  purchase.  This  provision  has  now 
been  modified  by  the  Honorai'y  Freedom  of  Boroughs  Act  1885  (48  & 
49  Vict.  c.  29),  which  permits  a  municipal  corporation  to  confer  the 
honorary  freedom  upon  persons  of  distinction,  and  persons  who  have 
rendered  eminent  services  to  the  borough.  The  honorary  freedom  does 
not  confer  the  right  of  voting  as  a  burgess  at  elections,  or  of  partici- 
})ating  in  the  corporate  property  or  charity. 

AMERICAN  NOTES' 

The  American  books  are  full  of  cases  in  which  the  courts  have  expounded 
the  meaning  of  "  inhabitant,"  "  householder,"  and  "  family."   Numerous  refer- 
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ences  to  these  may  be  found  in  Lawson's  Concordance  and  Browne's  Judicial 
Interpretation  of  Common  Words  and  Phrases.  The  rule  here  probably  is 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  expound  the  meaning  of  these  words  to  the 
jury,  and  the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  facts  do  or  do  not 
bring  the  person  within  the  particular  descrijition  as  thus  expounded.  If 
this  determination  does  not  satisfy  the  legal  sense,  the  court  find  no  difficulty 
however  in  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  If  the  question  is  to  be  de- 
termined on  a  determination  of  conflicting  evidence,  it  is  undoubtedly  one  of 
fact  exclusively  for  the  jury,  but  if  there  is  no  such  substantial  conflict  there 
is  no  question,  and  a  verdict  against  the  evidence  cannot  stand  any  more  than 
in  any  other  case  of  such  a  verdict.  See  Thompson  on  Trials,  '•  Province  of 
Court  and  Jury." 

This  matter  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Byrne  v.  Byrne.  3  Texas,  336, 
■where  it  w  as  held  that  the  meaning  of  "  insupportable  "  and  "  outrageous,"  in 
a  statute  relating  to  divorce,  is  a  question  for  the  Court,  but  that  the  existence 
of  the  facts  which  constitute  such  outrages  is  a  question  for  tlie  jury. 

The  same  principle  is  applied  in  slander  and  libel  cases,  in  which  it  is  left 
to  the  jury  to  determine,  from  the  circumstances,  what  meaning  the  defend- 
ant intended  to  convey  by  the  words- used. 

The  general  doctrine  of  the  rule  is  substantially  declared  in  Fruin  v.  Crystal 
R.  Co.,  89  Missouri,  397,  citing  Neilson  v.  Harford,  8  Mees.  &  W.  806,  823. 

In  GooJe  v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  411,  the  Court  observed:  "What  is  meant 
in  the  statute  by  the  words  '  The  fa?nily  of  the  taker  up,'  is,  when  applied  to  a 
particular  state  of  facts,  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  So  far  as  the  fact 
is  governed  by  law,  it  belongs  to  the  judge  to  declare  the  law  ;  and  so  far  as 
the  fact  was  one  of  proof,  it  was  a  matter  to  be  ascertained  from  the  evidence, 
and  one  not  to  be  left  to  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  jury." 

A  somewhat  analogous  case  is  Cobb  v.  Covenant  M.  B.  Association,  153 
Massachusetts,  176,  where  it  was  alleged  that  a  false  answer  had  been  made 
to  the  question  in  an  application  for  life  insui'ance,  whether  the  applicant  had 
"been  j^rescribed  for"  by  a  physician  within  ten  years.  At  the  request  of 
the  jury  the  trial  court  defined  the  word  "  prescription  "  as  follows  :  '•  If  the 
insured  went  to  a  physician  for  the  purpose  of  getting  his  aid,  advice,  or  af,- 
sistance  as  a  physician,  in  a  difficulty  under  which  he  was  then  suffering,  or 
supposed  himself  to  be  suffering,  and  the  physician  hearing  what  the  insured 
had  to  say,  as  a  physician,  and  for  the  purpose  of  relief  or  cure  or  aid  or 
assistance,  gave  to  the  insured  medicine,  then  it  may  be  said  that  such  a 
physician  prescribed  for  him;  "  and  added,  "  And  it  is  your  duty  as  jurors  so 
to  find,"  &c.  This  was  held  not  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  facts:  "Certain 
facts,  if  they  find  them  to  exist,  he  informs  the  jury,  will  make  a  prescription 
by  a  physician  within  the  meaning  of  the  law." 

The  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  description  of  property  in  a  chattel- 
mortgage  is  for  the  court ;  the  question  of  the  identity  of  the  property  claimed 
with  that  so  described  is  for  the  jury.     Andregq  v.  BrunskiU,  87  Iowa,  351. 

In  Montgomery  v.  Stale  (Alabama),  2  Southern  Reporter,  155,  the  question 
whether  the  cutting  down  of  a  sidewalk  fifteen  feet  to  the  level  of  a  street, 
was  a  "  construction,"  within  the  intent  of  the  State  Constitution,  was  left  to 
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the  jury.  "  Contrary  to  principle  and  authority,"  says  the  editor  of  the  Am. 
&  Eng.  Euc.  of  Law.  The  hist  named  treatise  lays  down  this  rule  :  ''  If  how- 
ever the  meaning  of  the  instrument  depends  not  merely  on  its  construction 
and  language,  but  on  collateral  facts  or  extrinsic  circumstances,  the  necessity 
of  introducing  parol  evidence  to  ascertain  the  meaning  draws  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  the  interpretation  to  the  jury,  who  however  are,  as  above,  to  receive 
such  instructions  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument  as  will  meet  the 
various  phases  presented  by  the  extrinsic  evidence."  Citing  many  cases.  19 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law,  p.  652. 


No.  6.  —  LEWIS   V.   CARR. 
(c.  A.  1876.) 

RULE. 

The  disqualification,  imposed  by  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions Act  1835  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76),  s.  28,  substantially 
reproduced  by  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50,  s.  12,  of  any  person  who 
has  any  interest  in  a  contract  with  the  council  of  the 
borough,  to  be  elected  or  to  be  an  alderman  or  councillor 
of  the  borough,  applies  only  during  the  continuance  of  the 
contract. 

Lewis  V.  Carr. 

1  Ex.  D.  484-495  (s.  c.  46  L.  J  Ex.  314 ;  30  L.  T.  44  ;  24  W.  R.  940). 

Municipal  Corporation.  —  Alderman  or  Councillor.  —  Interest  in  a  Contract  loith 
Cuuncil.  —  Disqualijication. 

[484]  The  disqualification,  under  s.  28  of  .5  &  6  "\Vm.  VI.,  c.  76,^  of  any  per- 
son who  has  any  interest  in  a  contract  with  the  council  of  the  borough, 
to  be  elected  or  be  an  alderman  or  councillor  of  the  borough,  applies  only 
during  the  continuance  of  the  contract.  So  that  by  becoming  interested  in 
such  a  contract  an  alderman  or  councillor  does  not  cease  to  be  qualified  or 
become  disqualified  within  the  meaning  of  s.  53,  so  as  to  incur  penalties  for 
acting  after  the  termination  of  the  contract. 

This  was  an  action  brouorht  by  a  bnrgess  of  the  borough  of  Mac- 
clesfield to  recover  five  penalties  of  £50  each  from  the  defendant  for 
actinjT  as  an  alderman  of  that  ])oron"h.  The  declaration  alleged 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  so  acting  the  defendant  had  l)ecome 
disqualified  to  hold  the  office  of  alderman  of  the  borough  by  having 

1  Reproduced  hy  4.5  &  46  Vict.  c.  .50,  s.  12. 
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a  share  and  interest  in  certain  contract.s  for  the  .supply  of  goods 
by  the  defendant  to  the  council  of  the  borough. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Coleridge,  C.   J.,  at  Chester,  at  the 
summer  assizes,    1875,    it   appeared   that    the    defendant   was   a 
tallow  chandler  in  the  borough  of  Macclesfield,  which    is 
a  *  borough  within  sched.   A.   of   the  Municipal    Corpor-   [*  485] 
ations  Act  (5  &  6  Wm.    IV.   c.    76),  and  that  in  the  year 

1874,  while  holding  the  office  of  alderman  of  the  borough,  he  had 
5old  goods  on  several  occasions  to  the  corporation  on  orders  drawn 
«p  by  the  waterworks  committee  of  the  council,  and  approved  by 
the  council  and  sent  by  them  to  the  defendant's  place  of  business. 
Payment  was  made  at  intervals  by  orders  signed  by  three  members 
-of  the  council  and   countersigned  by  the  town- clerk.      In    May, 

1875,  the  defendant  acted  on  five  several  occasions  as  alderman, 
and  these  were  the  offences  for  which  the  penalties  were  sought 
to  be  recovered.  At  that  time  all  the  goods  that  had  been  supplied 
"by  the  defendant  to  the  council  had  been  paid  for,  and  there  were 
no   outstanding  transactions   between   tliem.      On  these  facts  the 

!  learned  judge  held  that  any  supply  of  goods  to  the  council  was 
within  the  28th  section  of  5  &  6  Wm.  TV.  c.    76,^  and  dis- 
qualified the   defendant  *from    being    an    alderman,    and    [*486] 

1  By  5  &  6  Win.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  28,  "Xor  council  thereupon  shall  forthwith  declare 

shall  any  person  he  qualified  to  he  elected  the  .said  office  to  be  void,  and  shall  signify 

or  to  be  a  councillor  of  any  such  borough,  the  same  by  notice  in  writing  under  the 

or  an  alderman  of  any  such  borough,  .  .  .  hands  of  three  or  more  of  them,  counter- 

tluring  such  time  as  he  shall  have,  directly  signed  by  the  town-clerk,  to  be  affixed  in 

or  indirectly,  by  himself   or  his    partner,  some  public  place  within  the  borough,  and 

•any  share  or  interest  in  any  contract  or  the   said   office   shall   thereupon    become 

employment  with,  by,  or  on  behalf  of  such  void.  .  .  ." 

council."  By  s.  53,  "  If  any  person  shall  act  as 

By  s.  .52,  "  If  any  person  holding  the  mayor,  alderman,  or  councillor,  or  auditor, 

office  of  mayor,  alderman,  or  councillor  for  or  assessor  for  any  borough,  without  hav- 

any  borougli  shall  be  declared  bankrupt,  ing  made  the  declaration  hereinbefore  re- 

or  shall  apply  to  take  the  benefit  of  any  quired  in  that  behalf,  or  without  being 

Act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  duly  qualified  at  the  time  of  making  such 

shall  compound  by  deed  with  his  creditors,  declaration,  or  after  he  shall  cease  to  be 

;  or  being  mayor  shall  be  absent  for  more  qualified   according  to  the    provisions  of 

I  than  two  calendar  montlis,  or  being  an  this  Act,  or  after  he  shall  become  disquali- 

'  aMerinan  or  councillor  for  more  than  six  fied  to  hold  any  such  office,  he  shall  for 

months  at  one  and  the  same  time  (unless  every  such  offence  forfeit  the  sum  of  £50, 

•  ill  case  of  illness)  from  the   Ijorough  of  such  sum  to  be  recovered,  with  full  costs 

I  which   he  shall   be  mayor,  alderman,  or  of  suit,  by  any  person  who  will  sue  for  the 

,  councillor,  then   and  in  every  such  case  same  within  three  calendar  months  after 

such  person  shall  thereupon  immediately  the  commission  of  such  offence,  by  action 

become   disqualified,   and   shall   cease   to  of  debt  or  on  the  case  in  any  of  his  Majes- 

holil  the  office  of  such  mayor,  alderman,  ty's  superior  courts  of  record,"  &c. 

I  or  councillor  as  aforesaid,  .  .  .  and   the 
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suLjected  him  to  penalties  for  subsequeutly  acting.  He  ac- 
cordingly directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi  for  £250.  A  rule 
nisi  was  afterward  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. 

Feb.  24,  1876.  Arthur  Williams  (Sir  H.  Giffard,  S.  G.,  with 
him)  showed  cause.  The  transactions  were  contracts,  and  the 
disqualification  having  once  arisen  must  be  continuous.  The  case 
is  within  the  mischief  which  tlie  Act  was  intended  to  remedy. 
The  limitation  of  time  in  sect.  28  is  not  applicable  to  a  person 
who  is  already  in  office,  and  that  section  was  intended  to  be  read 
as  applying  a  temporary  disqualification  from  being  elected  during 
the  continuance  of  an  interest  in  the  contract,  but  as  absolutely 
taking  away  the  qualification  in  the  case  of  any  person  who  is 
already  an  alderman.  If  the  defendant  was  disqualified  from  being 
an  alderman  under  sect.  28,  he  has  incurred  the  penalties  under 
sect  53  by  acting  afterwards,  unless  he  resigns  or  in  some  way 
ceases  to  hold  the  office  and  is  re-elected.  [He  referred  to  Xich- 
Olson  V.  Fields,  7  H.  &  N.  810;  21  L.  J.  Ex.  233.] 

Mclntyre,  Q.  C. ,  and  Coxon,  in  support  of  the  rule.  All  the 
words  of  the  28th  section  must  have  effect  given  to  them,  and  the 
disqualification  to  be  an  alderman,  as  well  as  that  to  be  elected, 
must  be  during  the  time  there  is  an  interest  in  the  contract. 
Otherwise  a  sale  over  the  counter  of  any  small  amount  would  be  a 
contract  which  would  have  the  efi'ect  of  a  permanent  disqualifica- 
tion. The  statute  is  aimed  at  continuing  contracts.  Where  there 
is  an  intention  to  avoid  the  office,  it  is  clearly  expressed  as  in  the 
52nd  section.  In  sect.  53  there  must  be  some  limit  of  time,  for  a 
person  who  has  lost  a  qualification  is  not  barred  thereby  for  all  time 
from  being  an  alderman  or  councillor  if  he  becomes  properly  quali- 
fied and  is  re-elected.  That  section  must,  therefore,  be  read  as 
applying  to  acts  done  after  and  during  disqualification,  and  the 
defendant  has,  therefore,  incurred  no  penalty.  [They  referred  to 
Reg.  V.  Francis,  18  Q.  B.  526;  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  304.] 

Bramwell,  B.  I  think  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute.  I 
think  the  plaintiff  did  not  prove  his  case.  Whether  the 
[*  487]  Legislature  *  intended  that  such  contracts  should  or  should 
not  be  within  the  Act  is  another  matter,  but  I  think  if  a 
shilling's  worth  of  stationery  were  bought  of  an  alderman  there 
would  be  a  contract  between  the  corporation  and  that  alderman. 
Prolwbly  if  they  had  intended  it  they  would  have  used  the  word 
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*  dealing, "  or  some  such  word.  However,  it  is  a  contract,  and, 
independently  of  any  reasoning  upon  the  matter,  I  think  it  is  con- 
cluded by  the  case  of  Nicholson  v.  Fields,  7  H.  &  N.  810;  21  L. 
J.  Ex.  233,  where  a  somewhat  similar  contract  was  involved. 
There  it  was  a  bill  for  lime  supplied  to  certain  commissioners.  In 
this  case  it  is  a  casual  supply  of  candles,  or  some  such  thing.  The 
question,  then,  is,  whether  the  defendant's  acts  have  brought  him 
within  the  53d  section  of  the  Act.  I  do  not  like  —  and  it  is  gen- 
erally useless  —  referring  to  pleadings,  but  where  it  is  necessary 
that  the  case  be  logically  stated,  either  under  the  old  system  or 
under  the  more  modern  form  of  pleading,  one  cannot  help  getting 
some  assistance  by  looking  at  the  mode  in  which  it  has  been  put  by 
the  pleader;  and  I  think  if  we  look  at  the  declaration  in  this  case 
it  will  be  found  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  proved  his  case.  The 
declaration  says  that  the  borough  of  Macclesfield  is  a  corporation 
within  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act;  that  the  defendant  claims 
to  be  an  alderman  of  the  borough,  and  that  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  he  had  become  disqualified  to 
liold  the  office  of  alderman  of  the  borough.  That  has  certainly  not 
been  proved,  because  Mr.  Williams  concedes  that  if  he  had  put 
liimself  up  for  election  as  an  alderman  at  the  time  the  declaration 
is  speaking  of,  he  would  have  been  undoubtedly  qualified  to  hold 
the  office.  It  is  true  that  he  could  not  have  put  himself  up  at  that 
time,  because  he  was  already  in  office,  and  perhaps  could  not  be 
Temoved  except  by  a  quo  warranto ;  but  still,  if  in  some  way  or 
other  he  had  got  out  of  office  he  would  not  have  been,  as  the  decla- 
Tation  says,  "  disqualified  to  hold  the  office  of  alderman. "  Then 
it  goes  on  to  say  this,  "  To  wit,  by  having  a  share  and  interest  in 
•certain  contracts  within  the  borough. "  Now  I  construe  that  to 
mean  —  and  it  is  obviously  the  plain  meaning  —  that  at  the  time 
lie  committed  the  offence  he  had  "  an  interest  in  a  contract. "  If  it 
liad  meant  "  having  had, "  it  should  have  said  so,  but  it 
■does  not  do  so.  This  *  pleading,  to  my  mind,  correctly  [*  488] 
states  the  offence  under  the  statute,  but  it  satisfies  me  that 
the  plaintiff  has  no  case.  Now,  instead  of  dealing  with  the  decla- 
Tation,  I  will  deal  with  the  substance  of  the  matter.  It  is  alleged 
that  this  defendant,  by  what  he  has  done,  has  brought  himself 
within  the  53rd  section  of  this  Act  of  Parliament.  Before  consid- 
ering the  53rd  section  it  will  be  as  well  to  call  attention  to  the  52nd 
-section,  which  states  that  if  any  person  holding  the  office  shall  be 
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declared  a  bankrupt,  or  any  of  the  other  things  there  mentioned 
shall  happen,  he  shall  "  ininie(liatL4y  heeome  disqualified,  and 
shall  cease  to  hold  the  office. "  The  53rd  section  says  that  if  any 
person  shall  act  as  alderman  without  being  duly  qualified  at  the 
time  of  making  the  declaration,  or  after  he  sliall  cease  to  be 
qualified  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  or  after  he  shall 
have  become  disqualified,  he  is  to  forfeit  for  every  such  offence  the 
sum  of  £50,  Now  the  defendant  had  not  become  disqualified, 
because  that  means  disqualified  as  previously  stated,  and  tliat  he 
had  certainly  not  become;  therefore  the  question  is,  whether  he 
had  "  ceased  to  be  qualified  according  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  "  In  order  to  ascertain  whether  he  had  ceased  to  be  qualified, 
we  are  referred  to  the  28th  section  of  the  Act,  under  wdiich  it  is 
argued  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  qualified.  Now,  let  us  look  at  the 
28th  section  and  see  what  it  says.  It  says  that,  "  No  person  shall 
be  qualified  to  be  elected  "  — leaving  out  for  the  moment  the  words 
"  or  to  be  "  —  "  during  such  time  as  he  shall  have  any  interest "  in 
a  contract  of  this  sort.  If  that  was  all,  of  course  that  would  not 
do,  because  he  had  no  interest  at  the  time  he  was  elected ;  but  there 
are  the  further  w^ords  "  or  to  be  ;  "  and  Mr.  Williams  says  the  mean- 
ing is  that  he  shall  not  be  elected  if  at  the  time  of  his  seeking  elec- 
tion he  is  interested  in  a  contract,  or  if  after  election  he  becomes 
interested  in  a  contract  he  shall  not  continue  "  to  be  "  an  alder- 
man of  the  borough.  Then  Mr.  Williams  had  some  little  difficulty 
to  contend  with  the  w\)rd  "  during,"  but  I  think  lie  was  not  averse 
to  adopt  this  mode  of  dealing  with  it,  that  is,  either  to  say  that 
sense  must  be  made  of  it  in  some  way  or  other  which  is  not  for  him 
to  point  out,  or  at  all  events,  if  the  word  "  during  "  is  to  continue 

in,  that  then  we  are  to  take  it  with  this  conse(juence,  — 
[*  489]    that  inasmuch  as  he  cannot  be  an  alderman  *  during  the 

time  he  shall  have  ceased  to  be  de  jure  an  alderman,  and 
shall  be  liable  to  be  turned  out  upon  a  quo  warranto,  and  as  he 
does  not  come  into  a  lawful  aldermanic  condition,  that  is  to  say, 
he  does  not  resume  his  aldermanic  status  lawfully  on  ceasing  to 
be  interested  in  a  contract,  the  section  must  be  read  tlius  :  He  sliall 
not  be  elected  if  he  is  interested  at  tlie  time  of  tlie  election,  and 
if  he  becomes  interested  afterwards  lie  shall  cease  to  l)e  an  alderman 
de  jure.  Now  I  am  not  at  all  sure  tliat  tliat  ingenious  argument 
is  well  founded.  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  the  meaning  is  not 
that  the  lawmaker  supposes  that  it  is  not  enough  to  say  that  he 
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shall  not  be  elected,  because  it  might  be  said,  "  they  ought  not  to 
elect  him,  but  they  have  done  so.  "  I  think  that  might  be  an  argu- 
ment, although,  perhaps,  a  bad  one,  but  still  it  is  not  unfiequently 
guarded  against  by  this  sort  of  expression  — "  he  shall  not  be 
elected,  or  if  elected,  he  shall  not  be.  "  I  am  not  sure  that  the 
Legislature  had  any  further  meaning  in  the  v^ords  they  use  in  that 
section  than  that;  but  supposing  we  were  to  put  upon  it  the 
meaning  which  Mr.  Williams  says  we  ought,  and  were  to  read  it 
thus :  "  that  he  shall  not  be  elected  if  at  the  time  of  his  election  he 
is  engaged  in  a  contract,  or  if,  after  election,  having  become  inter- 
ested in  a  contract  he  shall  cease  to  be; "  is  that  within  the  53rd 
section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  ?  The  53rd  section  says  that  if  he 
shall  act  without  being  duly  qualified  a  ceitain  thing  shall  haj)- 
pen;  but  if  Mr.  Williams'  argument  were  stretched  to  the  utmost, 
it  does  not  follow  that  the  defendant  has  acted  without  being  duly 
qualified  :  the  argument,  in  fact,  proves  not  that  he  is  disqualified, 
but  that  he  is  not  an  alderman.  Now  if  the  statute  had  said  that 
he  shall  not  act,  not  being  an  alderman,  then  it  might  have  been 
that  Mr.  Williams'  argument  might  have  gone  a  long  way  to  prove 
that  he  was  not  dc  jure  an  alderman ;  but  the  53rd  section  says 
"  without  being  qualified. "  Now  he  is  qualified,  because  it  is  con- 
ceded, and  indeed  it  is  clear,  that  if  by  any  chance  he  got  out  of 
oifice  he  could  immediately  offer  himself  for  re-election.  It  is 
impossible  for  me  to  read  those  words  as  suggested,  because  this 
consequence  would  follow,  that  if  there  was  an  informality  in  the 
election  which  would  subject  the  man  to  be  turned  out  upon  a  quo 
warranto,  he  would  be  subject  to  penalties  during  all  the 
time  he  acted.  I  do  not  know  that  there  *  is  any  pro-  [*  490] 
vision  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  against  that,  and  if  not, 
and  we  hold  that  this  is  extended  to  a  man  who  is  acting,  and  is 
not  dejure^n  alderman,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  him  being  suli- 
ject  to  penalties.  It  seems  that,  giving  the  utmost  weight  to  Mr. 
Williams'  argument,  sect.  28  onlv  shows  this  gentleman  is  not  de 
jure  an  alderman,  and  that  sect.  53  imposes  no  penalty  upon  a  man 
who  is  acting  (fc  facto  as  an  alderman,  but  is  not  one  df  jvrr,  }mt 
imposes  a  penalty  where  he  is  not  duly  qualified;  and  that  is  not 
the  case  with  this  defendant. 

There  is  another  argument  which  has  incidentally  arisen,  which 
seems  to  me  to  be  very  strong  to  show  that  that  must  be  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.      Mv.   Williams  did  not  tell  us  what  would  be 
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the  consequences  of  sect.  28  being  interpreted  as  he  said  it  ought  to 
be,  whether  the  office  was  ipso  facto  void,  or  whether  it  could  be 
made  void  upon  a  (/«o  warranto;  but  he  comes  to  the  conclusion 
now,  as  I  understand  him,  that  it  is  not  ipso  facto  void,  but  that  it 
is  void  upon  a  ^wo  warranto.  Now  observe  the  consequence ;  the 
quo  warranto  must  be  moved  for  within  a  year.  Suppose  it  is  not 
moved  for  within  a  year,  then  the  man  is  an  alderman,  and  de 
jure  an  alderman,  and  he  cannot  be  turned  out,  and  yet  he  cannot 
act  without  being  subject  to  penalties.  That  seems  to  be  an 
inconsistency,  and  it  seems  to  demonstrate  that  Mr.  Williams'  con- 
tention cannot  be  maintained. 

But  then  we  are  met  with  an  argument  that  we  must  deal  with 
the  words  of  those  sections  strictly,  and  that  we  ought  to  put  the 
construction  upon  them  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends  in  this 
case,  because  the  consequence  of  not  doing  so  would  be  very  dis- 
astrous. I  do  not  agree  with  that ;  I  am  by  no  means  clear,  as  I 
said  before,  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  deal  with  such  a  case 
as  this  in  this  way.  I  think  that  what  they  had  in  their  minds, 
very  likely,  was  one  of  those  continuing  contracts,  that  is  to  say, 
a  contract  for  the  supply  of  coal  for  a  year,  or  a  contract  to  do  a 
large  piece  of  building,  or  something  of  that  kind  where  a  man 
may  make  a  large  profit  if  he  has  got  friendly  persons  to  contract 
with  him ;  and  I  doubt  very  much  whether  the  Legislature  in- 
tended these  words  to  comprehend  the  case  where  there  was  a 
trifling  dealing  over  the  counter,  and  where  the  price  paid  for  the 

articles  was  well  known.  It  has  been  suggested  that  if 
[*  491]    this  were  to  be  allowed  *  you  would  have  one  alderman, 

who  is  a  stationer,  on  one  day  giving  an  alderman,  who 
is  a  coal  merchant,  an  order  on  different  terms  to  what  he  would  a 
member  of  the  public,  to  supply  coals,  and  that  then  the  coals 
would  be  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  thereupon  the  alderman  who 
is  the  coal  merchant  would  do  the  same  good  turn  to  the  stationer; 
T  doubt  very  much  whether  that  sort  of  thing  was  intended  to  be 
provided  against,  or  that  it  was  apprehended  as  likely  to  take  place. 
I  til  ink  that,  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  ]n-ovision,  the  prohibi- 
tion is  against  acting  during  the  contract,  and  I  think  that  was 
the  mischief  which  the  Legislature  intended  to  guard  against,  and 
that  they  were  content  that  after  the  contract  was  over  he  should 
act,  knowing  that  under  those  circumstances  it  would  prohibit  the 
making  of  long  contracts,  because  of  the  disqualification  penalty 
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in  the  case  of  an  alderman  acting,  and  they  not  caring  much 
about  prohibiting  a  short  contract  of  this  kind.  I  really  do 
not  feel  pressed  by  the  difficulty  as  to  the  policy  of  the  Act,  and 
upon  the  v^ords  of  it  I  think  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury, 
and  consequently  that  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  a  new 
trial. 

Cleasby,  B.  I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  feeling  to 
some  extent  that  the  case  is  within  the  mischief  pointed  at  by  the 
Act,  but  in  this  penal  clause  of  the  statute,  feeling  bound  to  give  a 
somewhat  strict  interpretation  to  the  language.  I  do  not  feel  my- 
self much  doubt  that  this  contract  is  not  only  within  the  mischief 
contemplated  by  the  Act,  but  that  it  comes  within  the  terms  of  it. 
The  only  assistance  which  I  can  obtain  towards  construing  the  Act 
is  from  the  terms  of  the  subsequent  statute,  15  Vict.  c.  5,  which 
explains  this  Act  and  amends  it.  That  Act  has  this  clause  in  it : 
"  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  no  person  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  had  or  to  have  an  interest  in  a  contract  or  employ- 
ment, with,  by,  or  on  behalf  of  such  council,  commissioners,  or 
trustees,  by  reason  only  of  his  having  had  or  having  a  share  or 
interest  in  any  newspaper  in  which  any  advertisement  relating  to 
the  affairs  of  any  such  borough,  council,  commissioners,  or  trustees, 
may  have  been  or  may  hereafter  be  inserted, "  which  shows  that  the 
previous  statute  applies  to  simple  acts  of  that  sort,  and  not 
merely  to  permanent  contracts.  That  being  so,  the  ques- 
tion *  which  we  have  to  deal  with  arises  on  the  53rd  section,  [*  492] 
which  imposes  a  penalty  if  he  shall  act  after  he  has  become 
disqualified  to  hold  office.  The  words  are  "  after  he  shall  have 
become  disqualified,"  but  that  mustlje  read  to  mean  "  after  he  shall 
have  become  disqualified  and  while  he  is  disqualified.  "  Now  it  is 
conceded  that  although  he  may  be  disqualified  it  is  not  a  permanent 
disqualification,  but  that  he  might  be  re-elected,  and  might  then  be 
entitled  to  act.  We  must,  therefore,  necessarily  read  the  53rd  sec- 
tion as  making  the  penalty  attach  to  acting  while  the  disqualifi- 
cation exists.  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  office  would 
continue  full,  indeed  this  is  pretty  plain  on  a  comparison  with  the 
52nd  section,  the  language  of  which  is  much  stronger,  and  distinctly 
points  out  that  in  the  cases  there  mentioned  the  office  is  void,  and 
what  steps  are  to  be  taken  thereupon.  Then  we  come  to  the  diffi- 
culty in  the  construction  of  the  2(Sth  section.  I  do  not  feel  myself 
justified  in  giving  any  different  effect  to  the  word  "  during  "  with 
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reference  to  cases  which  have  gone  l)efoie  it,  and  as  I  am  oLlijieJ 
in  reference  to  the  first  part  of  the  sentence,  respecting  the  dis- 
qualification to  be  elected,  to  limit  that  disqualification  to  the  time 
during  which  there  is  an  interest  in  the  contract,  I  do  not  conceive, 
without  some  stronger  reason  than  has  been  given,  that  I  should  be 
justified  in  giving  to  the  same  words  applied  to  different  and  dis- 
tinct cases  "  to  be  elected  "  "  or  to  be  "  a  different  meaning.  I  feel 
bound,  therefore,  to  hold  that  the  disqualification  to  be  an  alderman 
was  limited  to  the  time  during  which  there  was  an  interest  in  the 
contracts,  and  that  it  is  not  made  out  that  the  acting  took  place 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  disqualification  mentioned  in  the 
section. 

Amphlett,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Looking  at  the  words 
of  the  28th  section,  they  seem  to  me  as  they  stand  to  be  very  sensi- 
ble. They  require  no  violent  interpretation  at  all  to  give  them  a 
sensible  effect,  for  what  the  section  says  is  this,  "  That  no  person 
shall  be  qualified  to  be  elected  or  to  be  an  alderman  during  the  time 
he  shall  have  any  interest  in  a  contract, "  that  is,  if  he  is  interested 
in  a  contract  at  the  time  of  the  election,  he  shall  not  be  qualified 

to  be  elected,  and  if  he  afterwards  should  become  interested, 
[*  493]  he  shall  not  be  qualified  to  be  an  alderman  during  such  *time 

as  he  shall  be  so  interested  in  the  contract;  he  is  not  (piali- 
fied  de  jure  to  act  or  be  an  alderman,  and  therefore,  .might  be 
removed  l^y  a  quo  ivarranto.  That  gives  a  plain  and  intelligible 
meaning  to  the  words,  and  I  do  not  see  why  we  are  to  travel  out  of 
those  words  in  order  to  give  a  more  extensive  effect  to  the  clause  than 
it  would  otherwise  have,  and  I  am  very  much  confirmed  in  this 
opinion  by  seeing  that  in  the  same  clause,  that  is,  clause  28,  it  is 
said,  and  in  almost  the  same  words,  "  That  no  person  shall  be 
qualified  to  be  elected  or  to  be  a  councillor  unless  he  shall  have  a 
certain  property  qualification,"  which  is  specified.  Well,  then,  it 
would  be  said  by  Mr.  Williams,  and,  in  fact,  consistently  with  his 
argument  it  could  not  be  otherwise  said,  that  if  lie  liad  a  property 
qualification  according  to  the  clause  at  tlie  time  of  liis  election,  ])ut 
afterwards,  for  a  single  moment  ceased  to  liave  tliat  qualification; 
although  he  never  acted  during  the  time  he  had  no  real  property 
qualification  and  subsequently  re-acquired  a  property  qualification, 
nevertheless  he  would  be  subject  to  penalties  for  afterwards  acting, 
and  that  the  only  way  of  getting  rid  of  his  disqualification  would 
be  by  re-election,  although  the  mischief  of  the  statute  did  not  at  all 
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point  to  the  necessity  of  his  re-election.  All  the  statute  requires 
with  regard  to  property  qualification  is,  that  when  he  acts  as  alder- 
man he  shall  have  a  certain  property  qualification.  It  is  very  diffi- 
cult, therefore,  to  say  that  if  a  person  has  ceased  to  hold  a  proper 
-qualification  by  reason  of  some  circumstance  which  has  happened 
after  his  election,  and  has  subsequently  acquired  a  qualification,  that 
still  he  would  be  liable  to  penalties,  that  is,  that  he  has  ceased  de 
Jure  permanently  to  be  an  alderman.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  it 
is  very  analogous  to  the  case  of  a  justice  of  the  peace.  What  I 
find  enacted  by  the  statute  18  Geo.  11.  c.  20,  is,  that  from  and 
iifter  a  certain  date  there  specified  no  person  shall  be  capable  of 
being  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  of  acting  as  such,  for  any  county 
unless  he  has  a  property  qualification,  and  the  penalty  of  £100  is 
there  given  to  any  person  who  will  sue  for  it.  The  words  are, 
"  Any  person  who  shall  act  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  without  taking 
the  oath, "  and  so  on,  "  or  without  being  qualified  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act,  shall  for  every  such  offence 
forfeit  £100. "  It  has  been  argued  that  although  the  Act 
says  that,  "  No  person  shall  be  a  justice  *  of  the  peace  un-  [*  494] 
less  qualified,"  yet  if  he  has  ceased  to  have  the  qualifica- 
tion which  he  formerly  possessed,  he  still  remains  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  his  acts  are  not  void,  but  he  is  liable  to  the  penalty ; 
but  although  there  are  no  cases  cited  on  the  subject,  I  find  that 
Burns  in  his  Justice  of  the  Peace  lays  it  down  that  if  a  justice  of  the 
peace  has  become  disqualified  and  afterwards  obtains  a  proper  qual- 
ification, that  then  he  may  act  without  having  a  new  commission, 
that  is  to  say,  he  may  act  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  without  being 
■subject  to  the  penalties.  Title,  Justice  of  the  Peace,  sect.  4.  That 
seems  to  be  strongly  analogous  to  the  case  now  before  us.  I  will 
only  add  that  the  o2nd  section  supports  the  view  we  have  taken, 
because  there  it  is  enacted  that  when  a  person  holding  the  office  of 
alderman  becomes  bankrupt,  or  goes  away  for  six  months,  not 
that  he  shall  be  disqualified  from  being  elected  or  from  being  an 
:alderman,  but  that  his  offices  shall  cease,  that  there  shall  be  a 
"vacancy  in  his  office ;  and  provision  is  made  for  filling  up  that 
■vacancy,  while  in  the  28th  and  53rd  sections  the  language  is 
different,  and  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  actual  vacancy  in 
the  office.  Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  this  case  does  not  come 
within  the  words  of  the  section,  and  this  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  Eule  absolute. 
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From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

June  19,  1876.  J.  Brown,  Q.  C. ,  and  A.  AVilliams  argued  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  Mclutyre,  Q.  C. ,  and  Coxon,  for  the  defendant, 
in  support  of  the  judgment  ol  tlie  Exchequer  Division. 

James,  L.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought  to  he 
afdrmed.  It  is  conceded  that,  in  the  words  of  sect.  53,  some- 
thing must  be  implied  or  understood,  as  there  must  be  some  limi- 
tation in  point  of  time,  for  the  mere  fact  of  a  disqualification  hav- 
ing once  attached  would  not  prevent  a  person  from  being  elected 
or  re-elected,  when  the  disqualification  was  removed,  and  acting 
without  incurring  penalties.  When  we  turn  to  the  28th  section 
there  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  applying  only  to  the  election  the 
limitation  of  the  disqualification  to  the  time  during  which 
[*  495]  there  is  an  *  interest  in  a  contract.  We  must  give  full  effect 
to  all  the  words  of  the  section,  and  doing  so  we  find  that 
the  defendant  was  not  qualified  to  be  an  alderman  during  the  time 
of  his  interest  in  these  contracts,  that  is  to  say,  the  disqualification 
is  temporary.  That  being  so,  as  he  is  only  disqualified  during  the 
continuance  of  the  contract  under  sect.  28,  and  is  not  charged  witli 
acting  during  that  time,  he  has  not  incurred  any  penalty  under  sect. 
53  by  acting  afterwards.      The  appeal  must  therefore  be  dismissed. 

Mellish,  J.      I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Baggallay,  J.  A.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  considering 
the  28th  section  it  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the  52nd,  for 
provision  is  made  in  tliat  section  for  the  cases  in  which  there  is  a 
cessation  of  the  office,  namely,  bankruptcy,  insolvency,  composition, 
or  absence  from  the  borough.  In  all  those  cases  it  is  provided  that 
the  party  shall  immediately  become  disqualified,  and  shall  cease  to 
hold  the  office ;  and  tlie  section  goes  on  to  provide  that  on  payment 
of  creditors,  or  (in  the  case  of  absence  from  the  Ixjrough)  on  return 
to  the  borough,  the  party  being  otherwise  qualified  shall  be  eligible 
for  re-election.  Had  it  been  intended  that  a  person  once  duly 
elected  who  had  become  disqualified  by  ceasing  to  hold  a  qualifi- 
cation, or  by  becoming  interested  in  a  contract,  should  not  be 
able  to  recover  his  status  without  re-election,  that  intention  would 
have  been  expressed  as  in  the  52nd  section.  I  think,  in  the  absence 
of  any  such  words  in  the  28th  section,  there  is  a  clear  indication  of 
what  the  Legislature  intended  and  that  the  Exchequer  Division 
were  right  in  the  conclusion  they  came  to, 

QUAIN  and  Archibald,  J  J. ,  concurred.  Judgment  ajirmed. 
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ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Section  12  of  tlie  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  is  in  tlie  fol- 
lowing terras :  *'A  person  shall  be  disqualified  for  being  elected  and 
for  being  a  councillor  if  and  while  he  (a)  is  an  elective  auditor  or  a 
revising  assessor,  or  holds  any  office  or  place  of  profit,  other  than  that 
of  mayor  or  sheriff,  in  the  gift  or  disposal  of  the  council;  or  (/>)  is  in 
holy  orders,  or  the  regular  minister  of  a  dissenting  congregation;  or  (o) 
has  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  his  partner,  any  share  or  inter- 
est in  any  contract  or  employment  with,  by,  or  on  behalf  of  the  council. 
But  a  person  shall  not  be  so  disqualified,  or  be  deemed  to  have  any 
share  or  interest  in  such  a  contract  or  employment,  by  reason  only  of 
his  having  any  share  or  interest  in  (a)  any  lease,  sale,  or  purchase  of 
land,  or  any  agreement  for  the  same;  or  (Ij)  any  agreement  for  the  loan 
of  money,  or  any  security  for  the  payment  of  money;  or  {<;)  any  news- 
paper in  which  any  advertisement  relating  to  the  affairs  of  the  borough 
or  council  is  inserted;  or  (rf)  any  company  which  contracts  with  the 
council  for  lighting  or  supplying  with  water  or  insuring  against  fire 
any  part  of  the  borough;  or  (e)  any  railway  company,  or  any  company 
incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament,  or  Royal  charter,  or  under  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862."  Section  22(3)  of  the  same  statute  enacts  as  follows: 
"A  member  of  the  council  shall  not  vote  or  take  part  in  the  discussion 
of  any  matter  before  the  council,  or  a  committee,  in  which  he  has, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  by  his  partnei-,  any  pecuniary 
interest."  In  connection  with  this  last  provision  maj' be  cited  the  case 
of  Mayor,  &c.  of  Salford  v.  Lever  (1890),  1891,  1  Q.  B.  168,  60  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  39,  63  L.  T.  658,  39  W.  R.  85,  cited  in  the  notes  to  TyrreU  v. 
Bank  of  London,  No.  20  of  "Agency,"  2  E.  C.  517. 

The  question  what  amounts  to  a  partnership  within  the  meaning  of 
section  12  arose  in  Cox  v.  Ambrose  (1890),  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  114.  The  re- 
spondent was  a  member  of  a  firm  which  was  interested  in  contracts  with 
the  corporation  of  a  borough.  These  contracts  were 'unexpired  at  the 
time  of  the  election.  Before  offering  himself  as  a  candidate  at  the  elec- 
tion, the  respondent  dissolved  partnership,  and  assigned  all  his  interest 
in  the  contracts  to  the  other  partners.  He  remained  liable  however  on 
bonds  given  to  secure  the  due  performance  of  the  contracts.  The  corpo- 
ration was  not  a  party  to  the  assignment,  and  did  not  assent  to  ir,  or 
release  the  respondent  from  his  liability  under  the  contracts.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  was  held  that  the  respondent  was  disqualified. 

A  letting  for  a  day  is  within  exemption  (a)  in  section  12,  above  set 
out.  Nell  v.  Longhottom  (1894),  1894,  1  Q.  B.  767,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.490, 
70  L.  T.  499. 

By  section  43(1)  of  the  same  statute  it  is  provided  that  the  acts  and 
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proceedings  of  a  person  in  possession  of  a  corporate  office,  and  acting 
therein  shall,  notwithstanding  his  disqualiiication,  or  want  of  qualifica- 
tion, be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  he  had  been  qualified.  This  section 
does  not  preclude  the  vote  of  a  person  who  votes  in  virtue  of  an  office, 
but  is  di.squalified,  from  being  challenged  on  an  election  petition:  Nell 
v.  Longhottom,  supra. 

With  the  principal  case  may  be  com2)ared  Fletcher  v.  Hudson  (C.  A. 
1S81),  7  Q.  B.  D.  611,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  48,  46  L.  T.  125,  30  W.  E.  349, 
a  case  on  the  analogous  provisions  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38 
&  39  Vict.  c.  55).  By  that  Act  the  member  of  the  board  concerned  in 
bucli  a  contract  "  shall  .  .  .  cease  to  be  such  member;  and  his  office  as 
such  shall. thereujjofi  become  vacanty  It  was  held  that  the  person  in 
question,  by  acting  on  the  board,  after  the  contract  had  expired,  became 
liable  to  penalties  under  the  Act  for  acting  when  disqualified. 


No.  7.  —  CLEMENTSON   v.   MASON. 

(c.  p.  1875.) 

RULE. 

A  CANDIDATE  at  a  municipal  election,  under  the  Ballot 
Act  (35  and  36  Vict.  c.  33),  has  a  right  to  be  present  in  the 
polling  station  during  the  polling,  although  he  does  not 
either  himself  undertake  the  duties  of  an  agent,  or  assist 
his  agent  in  the  performance  of  his  duties  as  agent. 

Clementson  v.  Mason. 

L.  E.,  10  C.  p.  209-222  (s.  c.  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  171  ;    32  L.  T.  325  ;    23  W.  R.  630). 

Pcviiamentary  and  Municipal  Election.  —  Polling.  —  Right  of  Candidate  to  be 

present. 

[209]         A  candidate  at  a  parliamentary  or  municipal  election  has  a  general 
right  to  be  present  in  a  polling  station  at  the  election,  and  not  merely 
a  qualified  right  to  be  present  for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  the  duties  of  an 
agent,  or  of  assisting  his  agent. 

Declaration  for  an  assault. 

Plea  of  justification  under  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33,  sect.  9. 

Issue. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  plea  as  amounting  to  a  justification  and 
as  proved  at  the  trial  before  Dknman,  J.,  at  the  last  Manchester 
Spring  Assizes,  sufficiently  appear  from  the  judgments. 
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*  The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  with  leave    [*  210] 
tu  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  it  for  himself  for  40.5. 
damages ;  the  Court  to  draw  inferences  of  fact.      A  rale  nisi  was 
obtained  accordingly,  against  which 

Pope,  Q.  C. ,  and  Edwards,  Q.  C. ,  showed  cause.  It  is  contended 
tliat  wlien  the  candidate  has  appointed  an  agent  he  has  no  right  to 
he  present  himself  at  a  polling  booth  except  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  his  agent.  The  claim  here  was  not  to  be  present  to  assist 
the  agent,  but  the  candidate  asserted  a  general  right  to  be  present. 
It  is  obvious  that  some  of  the  chief  mischiefs  which  the  Ballot  Act 
was  intended  to  prevent  would  in  many  cases  arise  if  the  candidate 
were  allowed  to  be  present.  If  the  candidate  was  a  large  employer 
of  labour,  his  presence  would  be  calculated  to  overawe  and  unduly 
influence  voters.  No  suggestion  is  made  here  that  the  plaintiff 
came  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  or  supervising  the  proceedings  of 
his  agent.  He  claims  a  riglit  to  be  present  at  the  polling  for  other 
]iurposes.  This  is  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  whole  scope  of  the 
Act.  The  provision  of  the  51st  rule,  that  "  the  candidate  may  be 
]iresent  at  any  place  at  which  his  agent  may  in  pursuance  of  the 
^V'.'t  attend, "  must  be  read  as  referring  to  the  previous  part  of  the 
rule,  and  meaning  that  he  may  be  present  for  the  purpose  of 
inidertaking  the  duties  of  an  agent  or  of  assisting  his  agent.  ^ 

Sir  J.  Holker,  S.  G. ,  and  Baylis,  supported  the  rule.  The 
provisions  of  the  51st  rule  cannot  be  qualified  as  suggested.  The 
candidate  has  an  undoubted  right,  in  any  view  of  the  Act,  to  be 
l)resent  to  supervise  or  assist  his  agent,  and  the  strict  meaning  of 
the  words  entitles  him  to  be  present  without  relation  to  the  pur- 
pose for  which  he  is  present. 

It  is  practically  impossible  to  discriminate  as  to  the  purpose  for 
which  he  is  present.  He  may  come  to  see  how  his  agent  is  doing 
his  duty,  and  his  right  to  be  present  cannot  depend  on  the  mere 
existence  or  non-existence  of  a  statement  to  the  presiding  officer 
tliat  he  has  come  for  that  purpose.  What  power  is  given  to  such 
(tfficer  to  judge  of  the  purpose  for  which  he  has  really 
ctime?  The  *  practical  impossibility  of  discriminating  as  [*211] 
to  the  purpose  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  be  present  makes 

1  In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  provisions   of  the  Act   that  it  has   been 

effect  of  the  various  sections  of  the  Ballot  thought  unnecessary  to  set  out  the  argu- 

Act  was   elaborately  cliscussed  ;    but   the  ments  at  length. 
judgments   go   so   fully  into  the  various 
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it  reasonable  to  suppose   tliat  the  strict  grammatical  construction 
of  the  words  was  what  the  Legislature  really  intended. 

Cur.  adv.  vvlL 

Feb.  25.      The  following  judgments  were  delivered:  — 

Brett,  J.  This  action  was  brought  in  the  form  of  an  action 
for  an  assault,  to  try  the  question  whether,  in  the  particular  case, 
the  defendant,  the  returning  or  presiding  officer  acting  in  a  poll- 
ing station  at  a  municipal  election,  was  justified  under  the  circum- 
stances in  forcing  the  plaintiff,  a  candidate,  to  leave  a  polling 
station. 

The  facts  in  substance  were  that  the  plaintiff,  a  candidate,  being 
present  in  a  polling  station  whilst  the  polling  was  proceeding,  was 
asked  by  the  defendant,  the  returning  officer,  whether  he  claimed 
to  be  present  in  order  to  act  on  his  own  behalf  instead  of  appoint- 
ing an  agent,  or  in  order  to  assist  an  agent  appointed  by  him. 
The  plaintiff  stated  that  he  did  not  claim  a  right  to  be  present  for 
either  of  such  particular  purposes,  Imt  that  he  did  claim  the  right 
to  be  present  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  being  a  candidate.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  in  any  way  misconducting  himself,  or  interfer- 
ing with  the  polling  or  the  electors.  The  defendant  denied  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  be  present  on  the  mere  ground  of  his  being  a 
candidate,  ordered  him  to  quit  the  polling  station,  and,  on  his 
refusal,  directed  him  to  be  removed. 

The  question,  therefore,  in  this  case  is,  whetlier,  upon  a  true 
construction  of  the  Ballot  Act  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33),  a  candidate 
at  a  municipal  election  has  a  right,  as  such,  without  in  any  way 
interfering  or  attempting  to  interfere  with  the  polling  or  tlie  elec- 
tors, or  in  any  other  way  misconductiiig  himself,  to  be  present  in 
the  polling  station  during  the  polling. 

The  polling  at  a  parliamentary  contested  election  is  now  regu- 
lated entirely  by  the  Ballot  Act  and  its  schedules,  and  such  parts 
of  former  Acts  as  are  incorporated  into  it.  The  polling  at  a 
municipal  contested  election  is  regulated  l)y  the  Ballot  Act,  its 
schedules,  and  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  Wm.  IV. , 
c.    76),   as  altered  by  the  Ballot  Act  in  its  fourth  schedule.      In 

both  cases  it  is  necessary  to  interpret  the  Ballot  Act. 
[*  212]        *  By  sect.  2  of  the  Ballot  Act,  "  in  the  case  of  a  poll  at 
an  election  {i.e.   a  parliamentary    or  municipal  election), 
the  votes  shall  be  given  by  ballot. "     Where,  then,  there  is  a  poll 
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in  either  election,  we  are  at  once  driven  to  the  Ballot  Act  to  seek 
in  it  and  its  schedules  the  form  and  course  of  proceedings  in  taking 
the  poll  and  determining  and  declaring  its  result.  We  need  not 
consider  the  mode  of  "  nomination,"  otherwise  than  by  stating  that 
by  rule  1  of  schedule  1  a  place  is  appointed  for  the  election,  I  e. , 
"  the  nomination. "  By  sect.  5  of  the  Act,  there  are  to  be  "  polling 
districts  "  and  in  each  district  a  "  polling  place. "  By  sect.  8  of  the 
Act  and  rule  15  of  the  schedule,  the  returning  officer  shall,  at  every 
polling  place,  provide  a  sufficient  number  of  "  polling  stations.  " 
By  rule  32,  the  returning  officer  must  appoint  and  give  notice  of 
a  "  place  for  counting  the  votes. "  There  are,  therefore,  three  kinds 
of  places :  the  place  of  nomination,  the  polling  stations,  and  the 
place  for  counting  the  votes.  The  places  being  thus  fixed,  the  Act 
next  provides  for  the  persons  who  are  to  take  part  in  the  taking  of 
the  poll  and  the  ascertaining  and  declaring  its  result.  By  sect.  8 
the  returning  officer  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  appoint  a 
"  deputy. "  By  rule  21,  he  shall  appoint  a  "  presiding  officer  "  to 
preside  at  each  station.  By  rule  48,  he  may,  in  addition  to  any 
"  clerks, "  appoint  "  persons  to  assist  him  in  counting  the  votes. " 
By  rule  50,  "  the  presiding  officer  "  may  do  certain  things  "  by  the 
clerks  appointed  to  assist  him. "  The  officials,  therefore,  on  the 
part  of  the  returning  officer  are,  himself  or  deputy,  presiding  offi- 
cers, clerks,  and  assistants.  Then  there  are  "  the  agents  of  the 
candidates. "  By  rule  57,  the  expression  "  agents  of  the  candi- 
dates, "  used  in  relation  to  a  "  polling  station, "  means  agents 
appointed  in  pursuance  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  sect.  85.  These 
are  the  agents  who  are  usually  called  "  personation  agents. "  They 
attend  only  at  polling  stations.  By  rule  31,  the  candidates  may 
respectively  appoint  "  agents  to  attend  the  counting  of  the  votes. " 
These  two  kinds  of  agents  are  the  only  agents  who  can  take  part 
for  the  candidates  in  the  taking  the  poll  or  ascertaining  and  de- 
claring its  result.  We  thus  have  tlie  persons  who  are  to  take  part 
in  the  polling,  &c. 

We  must  next  consider  the  rules  which  are  to  govern  the  conduct 
(if  all  these  persons.  By  rule  54,  every  returning  officer, 
and  *  every  officer  (?'.  e. ,  deputy  returning  officer  or  presiding  [*  213] 
officer),  clerk,  or  agent  authorized  to  attend  at  a  polling 
station  or  at  the  counting  of  the  votes,  shall,  before  the  opening  of 
the  poll,  make  a  "  statutory  declaration  of  secrecy. "  The  form  of 
such  declaration  is  given  in  schedule   3,   and  declares  that   the 
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declarant  will  not  do  anything  forbidden  hy  sect.  4  of  the  Art. 
Now,  by  sect.  4,  in  the  first  place,  "  every  officer,  clerk,  and 
agent  in  attendance  at  a  polling  station  shall  maintain,  &c. ,  the 
secrecy  of  the  voting  in  such  station,  &c. ,  and  shall  not  communi- 
cate, &c. ,  before  the  poll  is  closed,  to  any  person  any  information 
as  to  the  name  or  number  on  the  register  of  voters  of  any  elector 
who  has  or  has  not  applied  for  a  ballot  paper,  or  voted,  at  that 
station,"  '&c.  This  enactment  is  plainly  pointed,  not  only  to 
secrecy  as  to  the  way  in  which  an  elector  has  voted  (secrecy  as  to 
that  is  to  be  maintained  forever),  but  it  requires  secrecy  until  tlie 
poll  is  closed  as  to  the  names,  not  only  of  those  who  liave  voted, 
but  of  those  who  have  not  offered  to  vote.  The  intention,  as  to 
these  last,  must  be  to  prevent  pressure  being  put  upon  those  elec- 
tors who  do  not  wish  to  vote.  The  persons  towards  whom  tliis 
secrecy  should,  it  w^ould  seem,  be  most  observed  are,  the  candidate 
and  his  canvassing  agents.  This  part  of  the  section  does  not  name 
or  of  itself  include  the  candidate.  The  second  enactment  in  the 
section  is  that  "  no  such  officer,  clerk,  or  agent,  and  no  other  person 
whatsoever,  shall  interfere  with  or. attempt  to  interfere  with  a  voter 
when  marking  his  vote,  &c. ,  or  communicate  at  any  time  to  any 
person  any  information  obtained  in  a  ])olling  station  as  to  the  can- 
didate for  whom  any  voter  in  such  station  is  aliout  to  vote  or  has 
voted,"  &c.  This  part  may  include  the  candidate,  if  he  may  Ire 
present  in  the  station.  The  section  then  enacts  that "  every  officer, 
clerk,  and  agent  in  attendance  at  the  counting  of  the  votes  shall 
maintain,  &c. ,  the  secrecy  of  the  voting,"  &c.  This  part,  again, 
does  not  of  itself  include  the  candidate.  The  section  then  again 
alters  its  phraseology,  and  says  that  "  every  person  who  acts  in 
contravention  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  liable,  &c. , 
to  imprisonment. "  This  may  include  a  candidate,  and  does  in- 
clude him  if,  under  the  middle  part  of  this  section,  or,  by  reason 
of  being  admitted  under  other  sections  to  a  polling  station  or  to 

tlie  place  of  counting  the  votes,  he  is  enabled  to  and  does 
[*214]    contravene  the  secrecy    enjoined  by  this   section.      *  But, 

if  lie  may  be  present  at  either  place,  there  is  nothing  which 
obliges  him  to  make  the  statutory  declaration  of  rule  54,  or  wliicli 
enables  any  one  to  administer  it  to  him.  So  far,  his  presence  do<'S 
not  seem  to  be  contemplated;  the  inconvenience  of  it  is  not  pro- 
vided  for.  So,  in  sect.  11,  the  wilful  misfeasance  or  wilful  act  or 
omission  in  contravention  of  the  act  of  others  is  made  subject  t-  a 
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penalty  of  £100  ;  but  any  such  misfeasance  or  act  of  the  candidate 
is  not  made  liable.  The  words  are,  "  every  returning  officer,  pre- 
siding officer,  and  clerk  who  is  guilty, "  &c.  By  sect.  9,  however, 
"  If  any  person  misconducts  himself  in  the  polling  station,  or  fails 
to  obey  the  lawful  orders  of  the  presiding  officer,  he  may  immedi- 
ately, by  order  of  the  presiding  officer,  be  removed, "  &c.  The  can- 
didate is  included  in  this,  if  he  may  be  and  is  present. 

Having  thus  far  considered  the  places  prepared  for  and  the  per- 
sons who  may  take  part  in  the  polling  and  the  ascertaining  and 
declaring  its  result,  we  must  now  consider  what  things  mav  be 
done  in  such  places,  and  in  whose  presence  such  things  may  be 
done. 

Kule  8  enacts  what  is  to  be  done  at  the  place  of  election  or 
nomination,  and  in  whose  presence :  "  The  candidate,  &c. ,  and  his 
proposer  and  seconder,  and  one  other  person  selected  by  the  candi- 
date, and  no  person  other  than  aforesaid,  shall,  except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assisting  the  returning  officer,  be  entitled  to  attend,"  &c. 
Here,  where  the  candidate  is  to  attend,  he  is  expressly  mentioned. 
Sect.  4  describes  persons  who  may  be  present  at  a  polling  station. 
The  candidate,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
section,  though  he  may  be  included  in  some  part  of  it.  Rule  21 
is  an  excluding  rule  :  "  The  returning  officer  shall  appoint  a  pre- 
siding officer  to  preside  at  each  station,  and  the  officer  so  appointed 
shall  keep  order  at  his  station,  shall  regulate  the  numbers  of  elec- 
tors to  be  admitted  at  a  time,  and  shall  exclude  all  other  persons 
except  the  clerks,  the  agents  of  the  candidates,  and  the  constables 
on  duty. "  This,  if  it  stood  alone,  or  if  it  did  not  by  reason  of 
other  enactments  require  necessarily  a  limitation,  would  clearly 
exclude  the  candidate.  But  it  will  be  seen  that  some  words  at  all 
events  of  limitation  must  be  introduced.  The  question  will  be, 
what  words  ? 

Turning  next  to  what  is  to  be  done  at  the  place  of  count- 
ing the  *  votes,  —by  sect.  2  "  the  counting  is  to  be  in  the  [*  215] 
presence  of  such  agents,  if  any,  of  the  candidates  as  may 
be  in  attendance."  Those  are  the  agents  appointed  under  rule  31. 
By  rule  33,  "  the  returning  officer,  his  assistants  and  clerks,  and 
the  agents  of  the  candidates,  and  no  other  person,  except  with  tlie 
sanction  of  the  returning  officer,  may  be  present  at  the  counting  of 
the  votes. "  This  rule,  again,  if  words  of  limitation  were  .not 
necessarily  to  be  added  to  it,  would  clearly  exclude  the  candidate. 
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But  here,  too,  it  will  be  seen  that  some  words  of  limitation  must 
be  added. 

Before,  however,  coming  to  the  material  and  difficult  rule  which 
we  must  interpret,  we  must  notice  rule  26.  By  that  rule  (r.  26), 
"  The  presiding  officer,  on  the  application  of  any  voter  who  is  inca- 
jiacitated  by  blindness  or  other  physical  cause  from  voting  in  man- 
ner prescribed,  &c. ,  or  of  any  voter  who  makes  such  a  declaration 
as  hereinafter  mentioned  that  he  is  unable  to  read,  shall,  in  the 
presence  of  the  agents  of  the  candidates,  cause  the  vote  of  such 
voter  to  be  marked  on  a  ballot-paper  in  manner  directed  by  such 
voter, "  &c.  It  is  obvious  that,  if  the  candidate  be  present  during 
this  operation,  he  will  know  whether  such  voter  votes  for  or  against 
him.  It  seems  insufficient  to  say  that  the  candidate  if  he  disclosed 
his  knowledge  to  any  one  else,  as,  for  example,  to  the  voter's  em- 
ployer, might  incur  a  penalty  imder  sect.  4.  If  the  voter  were 
under  liis  own  influence,  he  might  act  on  his  own  knowledge  with- 
out any  disclosure  to  any  one,  and  therefore  without  any  penalty. 
If,  therefore,  there  were  not  circumstances  under  which  by  clear 
enactment  in  this  statute  this  mischief  must  arise  by  reason  of  the 
candidate's  presence,  the  existence  of  this  section  would  give 
strong  ground  for  excluding  a  candidate  from  the  polling  station. 
Everything  hitherto  considered,  indeed,  seems  to  be  against  the 
right  of  the  candidate  to  be  present  except  at  the  nomination ; 
and  in  that  case  his  presence  is  admitted  by  express  affirmative 
words. 

But  now  we  come  to  rule  51,  which  deals  expressly  with  the 
candidate  and  with  his  right  to  be  present.  The  very  question  of 
his  presence  is  before  the  Legislature.  By  rule  51,  "A  candidate 
may  himself  undertake  the  duties  which  any  agent  of  his,  if 
appointed,  might  have  undertaken,  or  may  assist  his  agent  in  the 

performance  of  such  duties,  and  may  be  present  at  any 
[*216]    place  at  *  which  his  agent  nniy,  in  pursuance  of  this  Act, 

attend. ''  The  duties  here  mentioned  are  the  duties  of  the 
]  personation  agent  at  the  polling  station,  and  of  the  agent  appointed 
to  attend  at  the  counting  of  the  votes.  The  candidate  may,  then, 
under  certain  circumstances  at  all  events,  be  present  in  the  polling 
station  and  at  the  place  of  counting.  In  certain  circumstances, 
then,  he  may  be  present  without  making  any  statutory  declaration. 
In  certain  circumstances,  he  may  be  present  whilst  the  returning 
officer  is  takinu  the  direction  of  a  voter  under  rule  26.      The  mis- 
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chiefs  pointed  out  if  the  presence  of  the  candidate  be  allowed,  and 
which  seemed  to  be  reasons  for  disallowing  his  presence,  do  not, 
under  certain  circumstances,  prevent  his  presence  from  bein^ 
allowed.  And  it  is  now  obvious  that  some  words,  at  all  events, 
must  be  added  to  the  excej)tions  in  rules  21  and  33;  you  must  at 
least  add  the  words,  "  and  the  candidates,  if  tliey  undertake  the 
duties,  &c. ,  or  if  they  desire  to  assist  their  agents. "  Unless  words 
be  added  in  rule  51,  the  phraseology  admits  the  candidate,  as  sucli, 
to  the  polling  stations  and  the  place  of  counting  the  votes.  Unless 
in  the  last  phrase  of  the  rule  you  add  the  words  "  for  such  pur- 
poses, "  that  last  phrase  of  the  rule  admits  the  candidate,  as  such, 
to  any  place  at  which  his  agent  may  attend,  that  is  to  say,  to  the 
polling  stations  and  the  place  for  counting  the  votes.  If  the  sec- 
tion be  considered  by  itself,  the  first  matter  to  be  determined  is, 
what  is  the  meaning  in  i't  of  the  word  "  undertakes. "  "  A  candi- 
date may  himself  undertake  the  duties, "  &c.  That  may  mean 
that  the  candidate  may  engage  that  he  will  fulfil,  or  declare  thiit 
it  is  his  intention  to  fulfil  the  duties,  or  that  he  may  fulfil  or  begin 
to  fulfil  the  duties.  If  it  means  the  first,  the  sentence,  so  far,  does 
not  enable  the  candidate  to  be  present  in  the  polling  station ;  then 
the  last  sentence  of  the  section  is  required  to  complete  the  idea  of 
enalding  the  candidate,  not  only  to  engage  to  fulfil,  but  also  to  ful- 
fil, the  duties.  The  second  part,  however,  is,  —  "  or  may  assist 
his  agent  in  the  performance  of  such  duties. "  Now,  the  candidate 
cannot  assist  without  being  present.  That  part  of  the  section, 
therefore,  carries  with  it,  necessarily,  the  presence  of  the  candidate. 
But  it  is  coupled  with  the  former  part  by  the  conjunction  "  or.  " 
And  the  third  part,  if  it  is  to  be  read  with  one  of  the  former  parts 
so  as  to  make  it  complete,  should,  according  to  ordinary 
rules  of  *  grammar,  be  read  also  with  the  other.  It  cannot  [*  217] 
be  read  with  the  second  as  part  of  it,  without  manifest 
tautology ;  and  yet,  if  it  be  read  with  the  first,  it  must  also  be 
read  with  the  second.  It  must  be  treated,  if  the  suggested  words 
of  limitation  be  added  to  it,  as  tautologous,  and  if  the  suggested 
words  be  not  added,  it  must  be  treated  as  enabling  something 
separate  and  additional.  If  the  latter,  it  gives  to  the  candidate 
the  right  which  is  claimed  for  him,  of  being  present  as  sucli  in 
any  polling  station  and  at  the  place  of  counting  the  votes.  Wliich- 
ever  way  this  rule  be  read,  words  must  be  added  to  rules  21 
and  33. 
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Tlie  final  question  then  is,  whether  words  should  be  also  added 
to  this  rule  51.  Nothing  can  be  more  ditticult  to  determine.  If 
the  candidate  has  this  absolute  right,  it  is  a  useless  and  barren  right 
to  him,  unless  it  be  that  it  will  give  him  the  power  of  dealing 
with  a  servant  or  tenant  of  his  own,  either  for  not  coming  to  vote 
at  all,  or,  if  the  servant  or  tenant  l)e  illiterate,  or  blind,  or  unable 
from  physical  defect  to  make  a  mark,  for  voting  against  him.  Can 
it  be  that  the  words  are  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give  him  sucli  a 
barren  and  useless  or  mischievous  right,  when  all  the  other  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  seem  to  ignore  or  militate  against  such  a  right? 
With  much  distrust,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  whatever  the 
real  intention  may  have  been,  our  duty  is  to  stand  by  the  ordinary 
and  grammatical  construction  of  the  last  sentence  in  the  rule,  as 
there  is  no  overwhelming  ground  for  otherwise  interpreting  it. 
This  is  the  rule  of  construction  which  Jthis  Court  has  before  de- 
clared must  be  rigidly  applied  to  statutes  of  this  kind. 

Although  there  are  stron^f  ^rounds,  to  Ije  collected  from  the  con- 
sideration  of  other  parts  of  the  statute  and  its  schedules,  for  sus- 
])ecting  tliat  the  intention  w^as  to  give  f>nly  a  limited  right  to  the 
candidate  of  being  present,  as  such,  at  the  })olling  stations  and  at 
the  place  for  counting  the  votes,  still  there  is  nothing  to  make  it 
sufficiently  certain  that  the  words  ouglit  not  to  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  their  ordinary  and  grammatical  signification  ;  and  then  they 
signify  that  the  candidate  may,  as  such,  be  present  at  any  polling 
station  and  at  the  place  of  counting  the  votes.  The  word  "  candi- 
dates "  is  the  word  which  must  be  read  into  tlie  exceptions  in  rules 

21  and  33.      Nothing  must  be  read  into  tliis  rule  51. 
[*218]        *  All  the  above  reasfming  has  been  a^iplied  to  a  ]^arlia- 
raentary  contested  election.      It  was  not  argued   that  there 
is  a  difference  in  this  matter  in  a  municipal  contested  election. 

What  is  the  exact  effect  of  subs.  6  of  sect.  20,  we  are  not  at 
present  called  ujtoii  to  say. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

I  think  it  right  to  add  that  Sir  IIexrv  Keatixo  who  heard  the 
argument,  has  read  this  iudgmcut,  and  ex|)resse(l  his  entire  con- 
cuiTence  in  it.  ^ 

Denman,  J.      I  should  have  been  perfectly  contented  in  this  case 
to  have  said  that  I  entirely  agree  with  my  Brother  Brett's  judg- 
ment; but,  inasmuch  as  this  is  a  case  of  first  impression  and  also 
*  The  learned  judge  had  resigned  at  tlie  end  o£  Hilary  Term. 
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a  case  of  some  importance,  and  inasmuch  as  at  the  trial  I  ruled 
the  other  way,  I  think  it  is  desirable  that  1  should  read  the  judg- 
ment which  I  have  prepared,  as  showing  the  process  by  which  my 
mind  has  been  brought  to  the  same  conclusion  as  that  to  which 
my  Brother  Brett  and  my  Brother  Keating  have  arrived.  ^ 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  an  assault  in 
causing  him  to  be  removed  from  a  polling  station  during  a  muni- 
cipal election  at  Ashton-under-Lyne.  The  plaintiff  was  a  candi- 
date at  the  election ;  and  the  defendant  was  the  returning  officer. 
Several  pleas  were  pleaded ;  but  the  only  one  relied  upon  on  the 
argument  of  the  rule  was  one  added  at  the  trial,  raising  a  defence 
under  the  Ballot  Act,  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33,  sect.  9,  which  author- 
izes the  removal  from  the  polling-station,  by  a  constable,  of  any 
person  who  fails  to  obey  the  lawful  orders  of  the  presiding  oflticer. 

It  appeared  upon  the  trial  before  me,  that,  on  the  morning  in 
question,  the  plaintiff  went  to  one  of  the  polling  booths  to  make 
certain  inquiries  of  the  presiding  officer.  The  polling  booth  was 
o!ie  of  several  stations  placed  in  different  parts  of  a  school,  and  was 
called  Booth  No.  2.  "While  the  plaintiff  was  inquiring  for  the 
presiding  officer,  the  returning  officer  came  into  the  booth  No.  2, 
and  inquired  if  he  was  a  voter.  A  conversation  then  took  place, 
the  details  of  which  are  unimportant,  inasmuch  as  it  was  admitted 
u}ton  the  argument  that  in  substance  it  amounted  to  a  claim  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  right  to  remain  in  the  booth  at 
his  *  discretion,  — such  claim  being  founded  upon  the  [*219] 
concluding  words  of  the  51st  clause  of  the  schedule  to  the 
above  Act ;  and  a  claim  on  the  part  of  the  returning  officer,  founded 
upon  clause  21  of  the  schedule,  of  a  right  to  exclude  him  froni  the 
booth,  in  the  absence  of  any  claim  on  his  part  to  remain  there  for 
any  of  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  clause  51.  At 
the  trial,  I  entered  the  verdict  for  the  defendant,  with  leave  to  the 
}ilaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  with  4:0s.  and  certificates,  if  the 
verdict  ought  so  to  be  entered. 

The  case  entirely  turns  upon  the  proper  construction  to  be  placed 
u[»on  the  two  clauses  of  the  schedule,  21  and  51.  Clause  21  enacts 
as  follows :  "  The  returning  officer  shall  appoint  a  presiding 
officer  to  preside  at  each  station,  and  the  officer  so  appointed  shall 
keep  order  at  his  station,  shall  regulate  the  number  of  electors  to 
be  admitted  at  a  time,  and  shall  exclude  all  other  persons  except 
the  clerks,  the  agents  of  the  candidates,  and  the  constables  on 
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duty."  Clause  51  is  as  follows:  "A  candidate  may  himself 
undertake  the  duties  which  any  agent  of  his  if  appointed  might  have 
undertaken,  or  may  assist  his  agent  in  the  performance  of  such 
duties,  and  may  be  present  at  any  place  at  which  his  agent  may  in 
pursuance  of  this  Act  attend.  " 

It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  by  clause  57  it  is  provided 
that  the  expression  "  agents  of  the  candidates "  used  in  relation  to 
a  polling  station  means  agents  appointed  in  pursuance  of  sect.  85 
of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18.  The  agents  appointed  under  sect.  85  of  the 
last-mentioned  Act  were  agents  "  for  the  more  effectual  detection  of 
the  personation  of  voters. "  They  were  to  be  nominated  before  tlie 
time  fixed  for  the  poll;  and  notice  of  their  appointment  was  to 
be  given  to  the  returning  officer:  and  the  section  goes  on  to  pro- 
vide that  "  thereupon  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  such  agent  to 
attend  during  the  time  of  polling  at  the  ])ooth  or  booths  for  which 
he  shall  have  been  so  appointed. " 

Though  the  present  was  the  case  of  a  municipal  election,  I  think 
that  the  agents  appointed  by  the  candidate  are  "  personation 
agents,"  having  precisely  the  same  duties  as  those  appointed  in 
the  case  of  a  parliamentary  election. 

In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  it  was  urged  that 
the  concluding  words  of  clause  51  of  the  schedule  give  the 
[*  220]  *  candidates  an  absolute  right  to  be  present;  that,  looking 
at  the  earlier  part  of  the  clause,  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  restrict  that  right  to  cases  in  which  their  minds  have  been  made 
up  to  undertake  the  duties  of  agents  themselves,  as  they  ought  to 
have  an  opportunity  of  judging  how  their  agents  are  performing 
their  duties  at  the  several  stations ;  that,  looking  to  the  nature  of 
the  duty  of  assisting  an  agent,  which  is  reserved  to  them  by  clause 
51  of  the  schedule,  it  consists  merely  of  ])eing  present  and  observ- 
ing the  voters,  and  it  would  be  absurd  to  su])pose  that  the  Legisla- 
ture intended  that  the  right  of  the  candidate  to  be  present 
should  depend  upon  his  answering  the  returning  officer's  inquiry 
as  to  whether  he  was  there  to  assist  his  agent  or  not.  Moreover, 
it  was  argued  that,  inasmuch  as  the  candidate  must  necessarily  be 
present  in  tlie  station  in  order  to  discharge  either  of  the  duties 
expressly  authorized  by  tlie  earlier  ])art  of  clause  51,  the  latter 
words  would  have  been  unmeaning  and  inoperative  if  only  intended 
to  give  him  a  right  to  be  present  in  those  cases. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  strong  and  imperative  words  of  clause  2] 
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were  relied  upon  by  the  defendant,  and  it  was  contended  that  they 
were  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  verdict ;  that  the  latter 
part  of  clause  51  must  be  read  as  merely  empowering  the  candidate, 
for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  clause,  to 
be  present  in  a  place  from  which  he  in  common  with  all  others  was 
required  to  be  excluded  by  the  presiding  officer  under  the  words  of 
clause  21 ;  that  the  great  object  of  the  Act  was  to  maintain  secrecy 
of  voting,  which  would  be  pro  tanto  impaired  by  allowing  the  can- 
didate to  enter  each  polling  station  and  remain  there  at  his  dis- 
cretion, and  thereby  to  exercise  more  or  less  moral  influence  over 
the  voters,  especially  the  illiterate  portion  of  them  ;  that  the  return- 
ing officer  ought  at  all  events  to  have  a  discretionary  power  of 
removing  any  persons  who  were  not  present  under  some  express 
provision  of  the  Act  for  purposes  connected  with  some  duty  or 
business ;  and  that  therefore,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  admitted 
that  he  was  there  claiming  a  discretionary  right  to  be  there,  and 
not  professing  to  be  in  the  discharge  of  any  duty  or  business,  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  order  him  to  leave  the  booth,  and,  upon 
his  refusal,  to  cause  him  to  be  removed,  under  sect.  9  of  the  Act 
and  clause  21  of  the  schedule. 

*  Upon  a  full  consideration  of  these  arguments  and  of    [*221] 
the  various  provisions  of  the  Act,  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered 
for  him  according  to  the  leave  reserved. 

The  words  of  clause  21  are  undoubtedly  strong  and  unqualified, 
except  so  far  as  they  are  modified  by  the  exceptions  contained  in 
the  clause  itself ;  but  one  of  those  exceptions  is  "  the  agents  of  can- 
didates, "  who  by  clause  57  are  defined  to  be  the  personation  agents 
appointed  under  sect.  85  of  6  &  7  Yict.  c.  18.  These  agents  are 
})ersons  whose  duties  under  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33,  can  only  be  dis- 
charged by  means  of  their  presence  in  the  polling  station,  and  by 
their  observing  there  the  persons  who  come  to  vote,  and  forming  a 
judgment  as  to  whether  they  are  persons  really  on  the  register  or 
not.  Their  right  to  be  present  in  the  booth,  which  was  secured  by 
the  concluding  words  of  sect.  85  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  is  preserved 
by  one  of  the  exceptions  in  clause  21.  That  right  I  consider  to 
have  been  absolute  as  regards  the  booth  to  which  they  were  ap- 
pointed. Then,  is  the  right  given  to  the  candidate  by  clause  51 
less  absolute  ?  I  cannot  see  that  it  is.  The  words  of  the  clause 
are  unlimited ;  and  it  would  require  the  insertion  of  other  words. 
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—  such  as,  "  for  that  purpose, "  or  "  for  either  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid, "  —  in  order  to  restrict  their  application  to  the  two  special 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  clause.  This  I  do 
not  feel  at  liberty  to  do,  from  a  mere  suspicion,  however  strong, 
that  it  might  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  the 
right  of  the  candidate  should  be  so  restricted. 

It  may  be  argued  that,  in  order  to  put  this  construction  upon 
clause  51,  it  is  necessary  to  import  the  word  "  candidates  "  into  the 
exceptive  words  in  clause  21.  Strictly  speaking,  this  is  so;  but 
difficulties  such  as  these  unfortunately  occur  daily  in  the  construc- 
tion of  Acts  of  Parliament ;  and  the  true  solution  of  that  whieli 
exists  in  the  present  case  appears  to  me  to  be,  that  it  is  far  more 
probable  that  the  case  of  the  candidate,  and  his  powers,  was  not 
present  to  the  mind  of  the  draughtsman  when  he  drew  the  excep- 
tions in  clause  21,  than  that  he  should  have  used  such  large  words 
as  those  in  clause  51  intending  at  the  time  that  they  should  be 
restricted,  as  contended  for  by  the  defendant. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  very  large  words  of  clause 
[*  222]  21  must  *  be  held  to  be  qualified  by  the  equally  large 
words  at  the  conclusion  of  clause  51,  and  that  the  candi- 
date at  an  election  has  a  right  to  be  present  in  the  polling  booths, 
without  being  called  upon  to  assign  any  reason  as  to  the  cause  of 
his  presence.  This,  of  course,  will  not  justify  any  misconduct  on 
his  part  when  in  the  station,  for  which  he  might  be  removed  under 
sect.   9. 

I  think  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  ordinary  day  of  election  of  councillors  is  the  1st  November: 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50)  s.  52.  NIik; 
days  notice  of  an  intended  election  must  he  given  hy  the  town-clerk : 
ibid.  s.  53.  Tlie  provisions  I'especting  the  nomination  of  councillors 
are  contained  in  Schedule  III.,  part  II.,  of  tlie  same  Act.  An  election 
is  not  invalidated  by  non-compliance  witli  tliese  rules,  if  it  appears  to 
the  Court  having  cognizance  of  the  question  tliat  the  election  was  con- 
ducted in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  body  of  tlie 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  s.  72.  The  somewhat  analogous 
provisions  of  the  Ballot  Act  1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33),  s.  13,  were  held 
to  be  declaratory  of  the  common  law,  and  the  test  applied  was  whether 
the  irregularities  complained  of  did  or  might  have  affected  the  result 
of  the  election :  Woodward  v.  Sarsons  (1875),   L.  R.,  10  C.  P.  733,  44 
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L.  J.  C.  P.  293.  The  same  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
was  held  to  cure  a  mistake  of  form  which  could  not  have  affected  the 
result  of  the  election :  Marton  v.  Gorrlll  (1889),  23  Q.  B.  D.  139,  58 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  329,  60  L.  T.  867. 

The  rules  in  the  schedule  are,  to  a  large  extent,  a  reproduction  of 
the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  40).  The 
nomination  of  a  candidate  must  be  in  writing  subscribed  by  two 
burgesses  of  the  borough,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  ward  election,  of  the 
ward,  as  proposer  and  seconder,  and  by  eight  other  burgesses  of  the 
borough  or  ward,  as  assenting  to  the  nomination.  The  Christian  name 
of  the  candidate  may  be  expressed  by  a  conventional  abbreviation  as 
"  Wm."  for  "  William  "  :  Henry  v.  Annitage  (C.  A.  1883),  12  Q.  B.  D. 
257,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  Ill,  50  L.  T.  4,  32  W.  K.  192.  Initials  are  not 
however  sufficient:  Mather  v.  Brown  (1876),  1  C.  P.  D.  hSi^,  45  L.  J, 
C.  P.  547,  34  L.  T.  869,  24  W.  Pv.  736. 

The  nominator  in  the  case  of  a  ward  election  must  be  a  member  of 
the  ward  for  which  the  candidate  stands:  B,eg.  v.  Parkinson  (1867),  8 
B.  &  S.  769,  L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  11,  37  L.  J.  Q.  B.  22,  17  L.  T.  169,  16  W. 
R.  79.  An  assenting  burgess  may  employ  a  signature  in  subscribing 
a  nomination  paper,  Bovxlen  v.  Besley  (1888),  21  Q.  B.  D.  309,  57  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  473,  59  L.  T.  219,  36  W.  R.  889.  The  number  of  a  person 
nominating  must  correspond  with  that  on  the  burgess  roll,  and  it  is 
immaterial  that  no  one  was  or  could  have  been  misled:  GotharcJ  v. 
Clarke  (1880),  5  C.  P.  D.  253,  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  474,  42  L.  T.  776,  29 
W.  R.  102.  A  burgess  may  subscribe  as  many  nominations  as  there 
are  vacancies  to  be  filled  (rule  3),  but  rule  10,  somewhat  inconsistently, 
provides  that  "where  a  person  subscribes  more  nomination  papers  than 
one,  his  subscription  shall  be  inoperative  in  all  but  the  one  which  is 
first  delivered"  i.e.,  at  the  town-clerk's  office.  The  rule  was  probably 
intended  to  meet  such  a  question  as  arose  in  Biirgoyne  v.  Collins  (1882), 
8  Q.  B.  D.  450,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  335,  30  W.  R.  923.  In  that  case  a 
burgess  had  subscribed  five  nomination  papers,  and  there  were  but  four 
vacancies;  it  was  held  that  the  first  four  papers  were  valid,  and  the  fifth 
invalid.  It  is  possible  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  substitute  the  de- 
livery at  the  town-clerk's  office,  for  the  time  when  the  papers  were  signed. 

Every  nomination  paper  must  be  delivered  by  the  candidate,  or  his 
proposer  or  seconder,  at  the  town-clerk's  office,  seven  days  at  least 
before  the  day  of  election,  and  before  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  nomination  day.  In  computing  the  time,  the  days  of  nomination 
and  election,  as  well  as  Sundays,  are  excluded  :  Howes  v.  Turner  (1876), 
1  C.  P.  D.  670,  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  550,  35  L.  T.  58.  The  delivery  of  a 
nomination  paper  by  an  agent  invalidates  the  nomination :  Monks  v. 
Jackson  (1876),  1  C.  P.  D.  683,  46  L.  J.  C  P.  162,  35  L.  T.  95. 
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The  returning  officer  is  the  mayor,  or  in  the  case  of  a  ward  election, 
an  alderman  specially  assigned:  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882, 
i>.  53. 

The  mayor  of  a  borough,  not  divided  into  wards,  was  a  candidate  for 
the  office  of  councillor.  The  election  was  held  before  an  alderman 
elected  as  a  substitute  by  the  borough  council.  This  course  of  pro- 
cedure was  approved  on  a  quo  tvai'ranto  information:  Heg.  v.  White 
(1867),  8  B.  &  S.  587,  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  557.  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  267,  16  L. 
T.  828,  15  W.  R.  988.  This  was  decided  on  an  enactment  which  is 
reproduced  by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  s.  67. 

The  agent  must  be  appointed  in  writing  by  the  candidate,  or,  if  the 
latter  is  absent  from  the  United  Kingdom,  by  his  px-oposer  or  seconder. 
The  appointment  must  be  delivered  before  five  o'clock  on  the  last  day 
for  the  delivery  of  nomination  papers. 

The  decision  of  the  returning  officer  must  be  given  in  writing  and, 
if  disallowing  an  objection,  is  final,  but,  if  allowing  an  objection,  may 
be  questioned  on  an  election  petition. 

The  election  is  conducted  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Ballot  Act 
1872,  with  a  necessary  modification.  The  duties  of  a  returning  officer 
at  a  municipal  election  were  pointed  out  in  Pritchard  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
Bangor  (H.  L.  1888),  13  App.  Cas.  241,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  313,  58  L.  T. 
502,  37  W.  R.  103. 

Every  municipal  election,  not  called  in  question  within  twelve 
months  after  the  election,  either  by  election  petition  or  by  informa- 
tion in  the  nature  of  quo  tvarranto,  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  to 
all  intents  a  good  and  valid  election:  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882, 
s.  73. 

No.  8.  —  MILWARD   v.   THATCHER. 

(K.  B.  1787.) 

RULE. 

Where  two  offices  are  incompatible,  the  acceptance  of 
the  one  (though  an  inferior  office)  will  vacate  the  other. 

Milward  v.  Thatcher. 

2  T.  R.  81-89  (s.  o.  1  R.  R.  431). 

Corporation.  —  Office.  —  Vacancy. 

[81]         A  jurat  of  the  corporation  of  Ilastins^s  may  be  elected  town-clerk  of 
that  corporation.     But  tlie  two  offices  are  incompatible,  and  the  accept- 
ance o£  the  latter  (though  an  inferior  office)  will  vacate  the  former. 
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These  were  two  issues  directed  by  this  Court  to  try,  first,  whether 
a:he  defendant  were  duly  elected  town-clerk,  or  common  clerk, 
■of  the  corporation  of  Hastings  for  life.  And,  secondly,  whether  the 
plaintiff  were  duly  elected  town-clerk,  or  common  clerk,  for  the 
said  corporation  of  Hastings. 

These  issues  were  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Gould  at  the  assizes 
held  at  Lewes  for  the  county  of  Sussex  on  Saturday  the  4th  August, 
1787,  when  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues, 
-abject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case :  — 

That  the  borough  of  Hastings  is  a  borough  by  prescription. 
That  the  town-clerk  of  the  said  borough  has  been  immemorially 
elected  by  the  mayor,  jurats,  and  freemen,  on  the  third  Sunday 
after  Easter  in  every  year.  That,  in  pursuance  of  such  immemorial 
usage  tlie  defendant  was,  on  the  third  Sunday  after  Easter, 
*in  the  year  1782,  elected  such  clerk  by  the  mayor  and  [*  82] 
jurats,  who  are  magistrates  exercising  judicial  authority 
within  the  said  borough,  and  freemen,  pursuant  to  such  custom; 
and  that  the  said  John  Thatcher  was  annually  elected  and  sworn 
into  the  said  office  every  year  fr(jni  the  year  1782  till  Sunday  the 
:29th  April,  1787;  on  which  day  the  plaintiff  was  elected  town- 
clerk  by  the  mayor,  jurats,  and  freemen,  and  sworn  into  the  said 
office,  agreeable  to  the  usage  aforesaid.  That  the  said  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  his  said  election  was,  and  still  is,  a  jurat.  That  the 
plaintiff  hath  never  acted  as  a  jurat  since  his  election  to  the  office 
iif  town-clerk;  but  hath  ever  since  acted  as  town-clerk  of  the  said 
borough,  but  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant.  That  there 
are  within  the  said  borough  twelve  jurats  who  sit  as  judges  in  a 
■Court  of  record  immemorially  holden  within  the  said  borough; 
and  also  hold  pleas  of  the  Crown.  That  the  mayor  and  two  jiuats 
may  hold  such  Court  of  Sessions ;  but  that  all  the  jurats  have  a 
right  to  attend  as  judges  without  being  summoned.  That  there 
have  been  many  instances  within  the  said  borough  of  jurats  being 
elected  to,  and  serving  the  office  of,  town-clerk. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Shepherd  for  the  plaintiff,  and  Adam  for 
the  defendant.  The  following  authorities  were  referred  to :  — 
Crane  v.  Holland,  Cro.  Car.  138 ;  Sir  Wm.  Jones,  193 ; 
^Gabriel  v.  Clark,  Cro.  Eliz.  76 ;  The  King  v.  aS'^V  William  [83] 
Trelawney,  3  Burr.  1615  ;  Verriar  v.  The  Mayor  of  Sandwich,  [84] 
1  Sid.  305  ;  Dyer,  332, 1,  in  the  marginal  notes  ;  4  Inst.  310  ;  [85] 
X)yer,  159 ;  Cro.  Car.  127 ;  King  v.  Godwin,  Dougl.  383,  n.  22. 
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[86]  AsHHURST,  J.     It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide  in  this 

case  whether  these  two  offices  be  or  he  not  incompatible, 
because  if  tliey  be  incompatible  the  acceptance  of  the  latter  vacates 
the  former;  though,  if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  that  question,  I 
should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  incompatible,  because  the  one 
is  a  ministerial  and  the  other  a  judicial  office.  It  has  been  said 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  sit  in  his  judicial  capacity,  be- 
cause there  is  a  sufficient  number  of  jurats  to  constitute  a  court 
without  him;  but  there  may  be  cases  in  which  it  would  be 
absolutely  necessary  for  him  to  sit  in  that  character,  as  in  case  of 
the  sickness  of  the  other  members ;  and  if  there  be  one 
[*S7]  possible  *case  in  which  he  might  be  called  upon  to  act,  that 
is  an  answer  to  the  argument.  But,  on  the  other  part  of  the 
case,  I  think  that  the  acceptance  of  the  latter  does  absolutely  and 
ipso  facto  avoid  the  former,  although  the  superior  office,  if  they  be 
incompatible.  It  is  argued  that,  when  two  offices  are  incompatible, 
the  acceptance  of  a  superior  office  vacates  the  inferior  one,  but  that 
the  converse  of  that  proposition  does  not  hold ;  but  I  see  no  reason 
for  the  distinction,  and  I  know  of  no  case  to  warrant  it;  for  if  a 
person  choose  to  relinquish  a  superior  office  on  account  of  the  profits 
of  an  inferior  one,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so.  Now  it  is  stated  in 
this  case  that  the  plaintiff  has  acted  as  town-clerk  since  his  elec- 
tion, and  not  as  jurat;  therefore  he  has  accepted  the  latter  office; 
and  though  the  former  were  a  superior  office,  it  is  vacated  by  such 
an  acceptance. 

BuLLER,  J.  Whether  these  offices  be  incompatible  or  not,  there 
must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  this  case.  This  is  an  issue 
to  try  whether  the  plaintiff  were  duly  elected  to  the  office  of  town- 
clerk.  Now  if  the  offices  be  compatible,  his  being  a  jurat  before 
is  no  objection  to  his  election ;  and  if  they  be  incompatible,  the 
election  to  the  latter  office  is  good,  because  the  acceptance  of  the 
second  vacates  the  first  office ;  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  this  office. 
The  argument  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff's  holding  both  offices  is 
drawn  from  several  cases  which  do  not  bear  the  least  analogy  to 
the  present.  The  cases  cited  from  Cro.  Car.,  Cro.  Eliz. ,  and  Sir  AV. 
Jones,  are  cases  of  writs  of  error  brought  in  civil  actions,  and  the 
objection  was  taken  to  the  competency  of  the  judges  l-elow :  but  in 
such  cases  the  question  whether  they  be  properly  judges  or  not,  can 
never  be  determined ;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  be  judges  de  facto. 
Suppose  a  person  were  even  criminally  convicted  in  a  Court  of 
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record,  and  the  recorder  of  such  Court  were  not  duly  elected,  the 
conviction  would  still  be  good  in  law,  he  being  the  judge  defadu.' 
With  respect  to  the  case  put  of  replevin  before  the  sheriff,  tliat 
depends  on  an  Act  of  Parliament.  The  case  of  The  King  v.  Sir  W. 
Trelaiviivy,  as  far  as  the  question  was  entered  into,  is  an  authority. 
There  the  Court  did  not  distinguish  between  a  superior  and  an 
inferior  office ;  but  Lord  Mansfield  expressly  said,  that  "  if  the  two 
offices  were  inconipatilde,  the  acceptance  of  the  latter  would  imply 
a  surrender  of  the  former. "  That  was  an  application,  for  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  in  which  cases 
the  Court  exercise  a  discretion  whether  they  will  *  grant  the  [*88] 
application  or  not.  There  the  persons  who  applied  for  the 
information  had  all  been  acting  under  an  usage  for  100  years  before  ; 
and  it  is  a  decisive  answer  to  such  applications,  that,  where  the 
parties  have  been  acting  under  an  usage,  the  Court  will  not  suffer 
them  to  object  to  it.  As  to  the  case  in  Dyer,  the  party  was  elected 
to  the  office  of  alderman  against  his  consent ;  but  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  any  man  or  description  of  men  to  turn  any  person  out  of 
his  office  by  electing  him  to  another  against  his  consent.  Tliat 
case,  as  far  as  it  goes,  likewise  shows  that  these  two  offices  are  not 
compatible.  With  regard  to  the  distinction  wdiich  was  attempted 
to  be  made  between  being  elected  from  an  inferior  to  a  superior 
office,  and  from  a  superior  to  an  inferior  office,  there  is  no  case  to 
authorize  it.  Then  as  to  any  option  which  the  party  may  be  said 
to  have,  there  cannot  be  a  stronger  instance  of  having  made  an 
option  than  the  plaintiff's  accepting  the  office  of  town -clerk,  and 
acting  under  it.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  his  intention  was  to 
keep  both  offices  :  but  if  he  be  mistaken  in  law,  and  choose  to  accept 
the  last  office,  he  must  abide  by  the  consequences ;  for  it  is  his  own 
act.  It  is  no  argument  for  the  plaintiff  to  say,  that  he  need  not  act 
in  both  capacities  at  the  same  time ;  for  in  questions  of  this  sort  it 
is  material  to  consider  wdiat  is  the  constitution  of  the  borough,  and 
whether  by  prescription  or  charter  is  the  same  thing  ;  as  if  the  King 
by  his  charter  say,  that  there  shall  be  a  mayor,  twenty -four  jurats, 
and  a  town -clerk,  the  corporation  cannot  by  their  own  act  reduce 
the  number  by  consolidating  two  of  these  offices.  If  the  two  offices 
be  incompatible,  the  acceptance  of  the  latter  vacates  the  former  ; 
nor  is  this  affected  by  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was, 
and  still  is,  a  jurat;  for  they  only  state  the  fact,  and  the  law  is 
still  left  open. 
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Grose,  J.  The  question  stated  on  this  record  is  wheth.er  tlie 
plaintiff  were  duly  elected  to  the  office  of  town -clerk  :  if  lie  were, 
he  must  have  judgment.  Now  if  these  two  offices  he  not  incom- 
patihle,  there  is  no  objection  to  his  election :  but  if  they  be,  then 
the  question  is,  whether  he  were  ineligible  to  the  latter  office ;  that 
is,  whether  a  superior  officer  be  ineligible  to  an  inferior  office. 
Nothing  is  said  in  the  charter  that  a  jurat  shall  be  ineligible  to  the 
office  of  town-clerk ;  and  no  cases  have  decided  that  he  is.  If 
therefore  he  be  not  ineligible  either  by  the  constitution  of  the 

borough  or  by  the  common  law,  whatever  effect  it  ma}'  have, 
[*89]  he  was   at  any  rate   elected  to   the   latter   office;  *and    I 

think  that  the  fact  of  his  accepting  the  latter  office  will 
probably  be  considered  as  a  resignation  of  the  former.  But  it  is 
not  necessary  to  determine  that  question  upon  this  record.  No  case 
has  been  cited  to  show  that  in  point  of  law  a  superior  officer  cannot 
accept  an  inferior  office ;  and  in  point  of  fact  I  know  of  many  such 
instances. 

Let  the  j^ostca  he  delivered  to  tlie  'plaintiff. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Tlie  rule  lias  apparently  never  been  disputed  in  subsequent  cases, 
even  in  argument.  The  point  ut  issue  lias  generall}^  beeu  whether  the 
offices  were  incompatible,  as  in  Rex  v.  Pateman  (1788),  2  T.  R.  777, 
1  R.  R.  621 ;  Rex  v.  Tizzard  (1829),  9  B.  &  C.  418,  and  Rex  v.  Fatte- 
son  (1832),  4  B.  &  Ad.  9,  or  the  construction  to  be  put  on  certain  stat- 
utes as  in  Rex  v.  Pateman,  supra,  and  Staniland  v.  ffopJihis  (1841)  9 
M.  &  W.  178,  11  L.  J.  Ex.  65,  or  the  sufficiency^  of  the  evidence,  as  in 
Rex  V.  Dai/  (1829)  9  B.  &  C.  702. 

In  Rex  V.  Da//,  supra,  Lord  Tkxterdex,  Cii.  J.,  who  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  said  that  the  mere  acting  in  a  second  office, 
unless  the  person  was  duly  appointed,  would  not  vacate  the  earlier 
office.  Tliis  view,  without  qualification,  would  have  been  inconsistent 
^vith  the  earlier  decision  of  the  same  Court  in  Rex  v.  HiKjJies  (1S26), 
5  B.  &  C.  887.  Rex  v.  Dai/  was  decided  on  the  4tli  duly,  and  it 
appears  from  the  cases  immediately  preceding  and  following  that  case 
that  Bayley  and  Littlkdalk,  JJ.,  were  present  in  Court  on  that  day; 
both  these  learned  judges  were  parties  to  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  Hughes, 
and  it  seems  improbable  that  either  of  these  learned  judges  could  have 
forgotten  the  earlier  case. 

In  Rex  V.  Hughes  the  question  at  issue  was  whether  an  integral 
part  of  a  corporation  was  present  at  the  election  of  mayor.     It  appeared 
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that  two  of  the  capital  burgesses,  Turnock  and  Knigl)t,  liadbeen  elected 
to  the  office  of  alderman,  and  that  they  had  acted  in  that  office,  and 
that  others  had  been  elected  to  fill  the  vacancies  so  created.  Both  Tur- 
nock and  Knight  voted  at  the  election  of  those  capital  burgesses.  At 
the  election  of  the  mayor  there  were  present,  including  Turnock  and 
Knight,  four  capital  burgesses  and  eight  aldermen.  Subseipiently 
Turnock  and  Knight  were  ousted  by  information  in  ipto  warranto. 
There  were  not  present  at  the  election  of  mayor  a  majority  of  the 
capital  burgesses,  but  it  was  argued  that  as  the  election  of  Turnock 
and  Knight  to  the  office  of  alderman  was  void,  they  had  not  ceased  to 
be  capital  burgesses,  but  this  argument  was  overruled,  and  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  Crown.  In  Rex  v.  Day  a  rule  had  been  obtained 
in  (j^uo  warranto  calling  uj^on  the  defendant  to  show  by  what  title  he 
exercised  the  office  of  alderman,  he  having  been  appointed  to  the  office 
of  inspector  of  corn  returns.  Lord  Textekdex,  after  expressing  his 
ojjinion  in  the  terms  already  referred  to,  pointed  out  that  consistently 
with  the  evidence  the  defendant  might  not  have  been  duly  appointed 
to  the  office  of  inspector,  and  that  therefore  he  might  never  have  filled 
that  office.  The  effect  of  an  appointment  to  an  incompatible  office 
again  arose  in  Rex  v.  Patteson  (18o2),  4  B.  &  Ad.  9.  The  considered 
judgment  of  the  Court  was,  after  an  elaborate  argument,  delivered  by 
Lord  Wensleydale,  then  Parke,  J.  The  principles  to  be  extracted 
from  this  judgment  seem  to  be  these:  (1)  The  first  office  is  not  avoided 
without  the  acceptance  of  the  second  office  by  the  person  appointc(|. 
(2)  The  avoidance  of  the  first  office  rests  upon  an  im[»lied  surrender 
of  that  office,  or  an  amotion  from  it.  (3)  The  acceptance  of  the  second 
office  will  not  absolutelj'  avoid  the  first,  unless  it  l>e  made  by,  or  wirli 
the  privity  of,  that  authority  which  has  the  power  to  accept  a  surrender 
of  the  first  or  to  amove  from  it.  (4)  An  officer  cannot  avoid  his  office 
by  accepting  another,  unless  his  office  be  such  as  he  could  determine 
by  his  own  act  simply,  or  unless  the  authority  which  concurs  in  tlie 
new  appointment  could  accept  the  surrender  of,  or  amove  from,  the  old 
one.  Read  by  the  light  of  this  case.  Rex  v.  Hiujlies  and  Rex  v.  Dn ij. 
may  be  reconciled;  for  if  the  surrender  maj^  be  implied,  the  concm-- 
rence  of  the  officer  in  filling  up  a  supposed  vacancy  created  by  a  void 
appointment  ma}'  be  viewed  as  an  express  surrender  of  the  office. 

In  Rex  V.  Patteson,  s)ipra,  it  was  also  pointed  out  that  by  reason  of 
holding  the  first  office  the  defendant  was  not  eligible  for  the  second  office. 
This  question  of  eligibility  again  arose  in  R^(/.  v.Mai/or,  S:e.  of  lUtixjur 
(C.  A.  1886),  18  Q.  B.  D.'349,  5G  L.  J.  Q.  B.  326,  35  W.  K.  158.  Tlie 
Court  there  held  that  under  the  ^Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  an 
alderman  is  not  disqualified  from  being  elected  a  councillor.  In  the 
House  of  Lords  the  case  was  decided  on  another  point,  and  the  question  of 
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eligibility  was  left  open  :  see  Pvitchardv.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Banrjor  (1887), 
13  App.  Cas.  241,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  313,  58  L.  T.  502,  37  W.  E.  103. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ke(j.  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Banyor,  also  held  that 
the  above  stated  rule  was  apjdicable  to  corporations  formed  under  the 
Act  of  1882;  but  this  point  was  also  left  open  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

The  following  provisions  respecting  eligibility  to  office  under  the 
borough,  or  city,  are  contained  in  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
1882  (45  and  46  Vict.  c.  50).  The  town-clerk  must  be  "a  fit  person, 
not  a  member  of  the  council:"  sect.  17.  The  treasurer  must  be  "a  fit 
person,  not  a  member  of  the  council:"  sect.  18.  An  elective  auditor 
must  be  "qualified  to  be  a  councillor,  but  may  not  be  a  member  of  the 
council,  or  the  town-clerk,  or  the  treasurer."  The  mayor's  auditor  must 
be  ''a  member  of  the  council  ":  sect.  25. 

It  is  provided  by  section  18  (4)  of  the  same  statute  that  the  ''offices 
of  town-clerk  and  treasurer  shall  not  be  held  by  the  same  jjerson." 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

This  doctrine  is  recognized  and  applied  in  this  country.  1  Dillon  on 
Municipal  Corporations,  pp.  308,  SO!) ;  1  Beach  on  Public  Corporations, 
pp.   189,  201. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  and  applied  in  People  v.  Carrique,  2  Hill  (New 
York),  93.  Cowen,  J.,  says  this  doctrine  is  "entirely  settled."  This  is  fol- 
lowed in  People  v.  Nostrand,  40  Xew  York,  375,  where  the  court  ileclare  it  "  a 
settled  rule." 

In  State  v.-Hutl,  2  Arkansas,  282,  the  rule  was  applied  where  a  justice  of 
peace  accepted  the  office  of  State  Treasurer.  The  principal  case  is  cited,  with 
the  observation :  "  The  authorities  are  so  clear  and  conclusive  on  this  point 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  add  anything  more  in  support  of  the  principle  ex- 
cept merely  to  refer  to  them."  "  If  the  person  voted  for  has  an  unqualified 
right  of  acceptance  of  the  office  to  which  he  is  elected,  the  moment  he  deter- 
mines his  will,  on  election,  in  regard  to  it,  and  accepts  the  office,  that  instant 
of  time  he  resigns  or  vacates  any  other  office  he  holds  incompatible  with  the 
one  lie  accepts." 

In  Stale  v.  Drbthn-hoff,  G6  Texas,  45,  the  principle  was  api-)lied  to  one  who 
being  secretary  of  a  city  accepted  the  office  of  recorder.  "  His  qualification 
as  recorder  operated,  ipao  facto,  as  a  resignation  of  the  otlier  office,  if  incom- 
patible with  that  to  which  he  qualified." 

"  One  of  the  modes  by  which  a  member  of  a  corporation  maybe  said  to 
impliedly  resign  his  office,  is  by  being  elected  to  and  accepting  an  office  incom- 
patible with  the  duties  of  his  former  office."  Hntlge  v.  People,  96  Illinois,  423. 

So  as  to  prudential  committee  and  auditor  of  a  school  district.  Cotton  v. 
Phillips,  56  New  Hampshire,  220.  It  was  held  that  the  officer's  ignorance  of 
the  law  made  no  difference. 

The  acceptance  of  the  office  of  deputy-sheriff  vacates  that  of  justice  of  the 
peace.     Stuhbs  v,  Lee,  64  Maine,  195 ;  18  Am.  Rep.  251.     '•  The  general  rule 
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that  the  acceptance  of  and  qualification  for  an  office  iiicompatihle  with  one 
then  held  is  a  resignation  of  the  former,  is  one  certain  and  relialjle,  as  w  ell  as 
one  indispensable  for  the  protection  of  the  public."  So  held  of  acceptance  of 
the  office  of  constable  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Maf/ie  v.  !Sloddard,  25  Con- 
necticut, 565 ;  68  Am.  Dec.  375,  relying  on  the  principal  case. 

In  Kerr  v.  Jones,  19  Indiana,  351,  it  was  held  that  the  acceptance  by 
Benjamin  Harrison  (late  President  of  the  United  States)  of  the  office  of 
colonel  of  volunteers  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  vacated  his 
■office  of  reporter  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  under  the 
constitutional  provision  that  no  man  "  shall  hold  more  than  one  lucrative 
office  at  the  same  time."  And  so  of  a  county  recorder  accepting  the  office  of 
oounty  commissioner.  Da'dey  v.  State,  8  Blackford  (Indiana),  o29.  But  iu 
Bryan  v.  Cattell,  15  Iowa,  538,  it  was  held  that  the  offices  of  district  attorney 
and  captain  in  the  volunteer  service  of  the  United  States  are  not  incompatible. 
And  so  of  clerk  of  a  school  district  and  collector  thereof.  Howland  v.  Luce, 
16  Johnson  (New  York),  185.  But  councilman  and  city  marshal  are  incom- 
patible. State  V.  Hoyt,  2  Oregon,  246  ;  and  so  of  justice  of  a  court  and  deputy- 
sheriff.  State  V.  Goff,  15  Rhode  Island,  505;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  citing  the 
principal  case.  And  so  of  township  trustee  and  postmaster,  Foltz  v.  Kerlin, 
105  Indiana,  221 ;  55  Am.  Rep.  197,  citing  the  principal  case ;  and  so  of  dis- 
trict solicitor  and  representative  in  Congress,  State  v.  Butlz,  0  South  Caro- 
lina, 156,  citing  the  principal  case;  and  so  of  highway  comnii^jsioner  and 
siierift'.  People  v.  Nostrand,  46  Xew  York,  375;  and  so  of  postmaster  and 
county  judge,  Horjlan  v.  Carpenter,  4  Bush  (Kentucky),  89  ;  and  so  of  council- 
man and  city  marshal.    State  v.  Hoyt,  2  Oregon,  246. 

The  election  of  one  as  a  representative  in  Congress  and  his  acceptance 
vacates  his  office  of  alderman,  the  former  being  a  "public  office."  People  v. 
Common  Council,  77  New  York,  503  ;  33  Am.  Rep.  659. 

"  On  the  other  hand,  the  following  offices  have  been  held  not  to  be  incom- 
patible :  That  of  school  director  and  that  of  judge  of  elections.  In  re  District 
Attorney,  11  Philadelphia,  645;  that  of  clerk  of  a  school  district  and  that  of 
■collector  of  the  district,  Howland  v.  Luce,  16  Johnson  (New  York),  135  :  that 
•of  member  of  the  Assembly  and  that  of  clerk  of  the  Court  of  Special  Sessions, 
Peojde  V.  Green,  58  New  York,  295 ;  that  of  supervisor  of  a  county  and  that 
of  deputy  cleik  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  county.  State  v.  Feibleman,  28 
Arkansas,  424  ,•  that  of  clerk  of  the  district  court  and  that  of  court  commis- 
sioner, Kenney  v.  Goergen,  36  Minnesota,  190  ;  that  of  a  crier  and  that  of 
messenger  of  a  court,  Preston  v.  United  States,  37  Federal  Reporter,  417." 
]\Iechem  on  Public  Officers,  sect.  424. 

In  People  v.  Green,  supra,  Folger,  J.,  explains  the  test  of  incompatibility 
as  follows :  "  The  force  of  the  word,  in  its  application  to  this  matter,  is  that 
from  the  nature  and  relations  to  each  other  of  the  two  places,  they  ought  not 
to  be  held  by  the  same  person  from  the  contrariety  and  antagonism  which 
would  result  in  the  alttempt  by  one  person  to  faithfully  and  impartially  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  one  toward  the  incumbent  of  the  other.  .  .  .  The  offices 
must  subordinate  one  the  other,  and  they  must,  per  se,  have  the  right  to  inter- 
fere, one  with  the  other,  before  they  are  incompatible  at  common  law."  The 
principal  case  was  cited  by  counsel. 
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No.  9.  — EEX    V.   MAYOE   OF   COLCHESTER. 

(k.  b.  1788.) 

RULE. 

The  title  of  an  officer  in  possession  should  be  tried  on  a- 
quo  ivarranto,  and  not  in  proceedings  by  mandamus. 

Rex  V.  Mayor  of  Colchester. 

2  T.  K.  259-260  (*.  c.  1  R.  R.  480). 

Corporation.  —  Office.  —  Quo  Warranto.  —  Mandamus, 

[259]       Mandamus  to  admit  a  recorder  refused,  because  there  was  a  recorder 
de  facto,  and  the  pai'ty  had  another  remedy  by  quo  icarraiUo,  though 
both  of  them  claimed  under  the  same  election. 

Eous  moved  for  a  mandamns  to  be  directed  to  the  defendant, 
commanding  him  to  admit  Mr.  Grim  wood  to  the  office  of  recorder 
of  Colchester.  He,  together  with  Erskine,  who  was  for  the  rule, 
acknowledged  that  the  present  application  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  trying  the  merits  of  an  election,  on  the  ground  that  the  mayor 
had  refused  several  legal  votes  given  for  Grimwood,  and  improperly 
admitted  others  given  for  Smithies,  the  other  candidate,  who  was 
afterwards  admitted  and  sworn  into  the  office.  They  admitted  that 
if  the  validity  of  an  election  were  impeached  at  any  subsetpieut 
period,  the  Court  would  not  grant  a  mnndanius  to  admit  another 
person,  till  the  officer  in  possession  was  ousted  by  a  quo  luarranto 
information.  But  they  contended  that  where  the  party  praying  the 
mandamus  claimed  to  be  admitted  under  the  same  election  at 
which  the  officer  in  possession  was  supposed  to  be  elected,  the  Court 
ought  to  grant  a  mayidamus,  in  order  to  try  the  legality  of  the  elec- 
tion ;  otherwi.se  it  would  be  enabling  a  spurious  officer,  who  was 
perhaps  in  possession  by  fraud,  to  impede  the  course  of  justice. 
In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Barl-er  and  others,  3  Burr.  1265,  the 
Court  granted  a  mandamus  to  admit  a  person  who  claimed  under 
the  same  election  with  the  officer  in  possession.  The  affidavits  in 
this  case  state  that  there  was  a  majority  of  legal  votes  for  Grim- 
wood.     But  even    if   the   question    were    doubtful,    a   mandamus 
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ought  to  be  granted,  in  order  to  give  the  party  applying  an 
opportunity  of  trying  the  merits.  In  The  King  v.  Blooer,  2  Burr. 
1045,  Lord  Mansfield  said,  "  We  cannot  try  the  merits  upon 
affidavit :  he  claims  a  right,  though  it  is  litigated ;  and 
tliat  is  sufficient  for  the  *  present  purpose.  "  In  a  case  [*  260] 
<2  Str.  1003,  see  also  2  Str.  1157  and  4  Burr.  2008),  cited 
in  3  Burr. ,  1453,  4,  a  mandamus  was  granted  to  proceed  to  the 
election  of  a  mayor,  though  there  was  a  mayor  de  facto. 

Bearcroft  opposed  this  in  the  first  instance,  and  contended  that 
tlie  Court  ought  not  to  grant  a  mandamus  to  admit  Grimwood  to 
an  office  which  was  not  vacant  before  the  validity  of  Smithies 's 
•election  was  questioned  in  a  quo  warranto  information.  In  the 
<iase  of  The  King  v.  Banks,  3  Burr.  1454,  where  an  application  was 
made  for  a  mandamus  to  proceed  to  an  election  of  a  mayor  of  Corfe 
Castle,  there  being  at  that  time  a  mayor  de  facto,  Lord  Mansfield 
said,  "  If  the  election  were  doubtful  and  fit  to  be  tried  upon  an 
information  in  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  the  Court  ought  not  to 
grant  a  mandamus ;  but  if  it  were  a  mere  colourable  election,  and 
■clearly  void,  they  ought. "  Now  in  this  case  there  is  no  pretence 
to  say  that  the  election  was  only  colourable,  and  clearly  void ;  and 
therefore  the  present  application  ought  to  be  refused,  as  the  party 
praying  it  has  another  remedy,  namely,  by  a  quo  warranto  infor- 
mation against  the  officer  in  possession. 

The  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  was  a  decisive  answer 
to  this  application  for  a  mandamus,  that  there  was  another  remedy 
by  an  information  in  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  by  which  the  title 
oi  the  officer  in  possession  could  be  tried  as  well  as  on  a  mandamus. 
And  the  consequence  of  granting  the  rule  would  be,  that  a  second 
person  would  be  admitted  to  an  office  which  is  already  filled  by 
another,  both  claiming  to  be  duly  elected.      Therefore 

The  rule  for  a  mandamus  was  refused ;  and  a  rule  was  granted 
to  show  cause  why  an  information  in  nature  of  a  quo  loarranio 
should  not  be  filed  against  Smithies.  Vide  B.  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
Yorlc,  4T.  E.  699;  2  R.  E.  501. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"A  writ  of  mandamus  is  a  prerogative  writ  and  not  a  writ  of  right, 
iiiid  it  is  in  this  sense  in  tlie  discretion  of  the  Court  whether  it  shall  be 
granted  or  not :  "  per  Lord  Chelmsford,  Reg.  v.  Churchivardens  of  All 
^Saints,  Wigan  (H.  L.  1876),  1  App.  Cas.  611,  35  L.  T.  381,  25  W. 
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!R.  128.     It  would  pei-liaps  be  more  accurate  to  say  that  it  is  a  writ  of 
right,  hut  not  a  writ  of  course,  hut  the  distinction  is  only  one  of  words. 

**  Where  a  corporation  acts  contrar}^  to  the  franchises  which  have 
been  granted  to  it,  and  invades  the  rights  of  the  Crown,  the  Attorney- 
General,  of  his  own  authority,  and  without  any  application  to  this 
Court  for  leave,  may  exhibit  an  information  against  them.  But  in 
the  case  of  individual  members  of  a  corporation  the  case  is  different; 
for  then  it  is  wholly  in  the  discretion  of  this  Court  to  say,  whether 
such  an  information  ought  to  be  granted  or  refused.  The  Court,  un- 
doubtedly, have  in  some  cases  permitted  these  informations  to  be  filed. 
where  the  effect  has  been  thereby  to  dissolve  the  corporation;  but  that 
has  been  where  strong  cases  have  been  made  out : "  ^;er  Lord  Tex- 
TERDEN,  Ch.  J.,  in  Bex  v.  Trevenen  (1819),  2  B.  &  Aid.  479,  21  E.  R. 
364.  The  latter  part  of  the  passage  above  quoted  was  cited  by  Lord 
Denman,  Ch.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Parv{j  (1837),  G  Ad.  &  El.  810. 

Some  interest  must  be  shown  in  the  person  applying  for  a  quo  inn'- 
ranto,  but  a  person  subject  to  the  government  of  a  corporation,  and 
not  being  a  servant  of  the  corporation,  has  a  sufficient  interest.  Hex 
v.  Parry,  siqjra.  Where  there  are  several  relators,  it  is  sufficient  that 
one  has  interest,  s.  c. 

To  induce  the  Court  to  grant  a  quo  ivarranto  information,  some  user 
of  the  office  or  franchise  must  be  shown.  Hex  v.  Wliitwell  (1792),  5  T. 
R.  85,  2  R.  R.  545;  Reg.  v.  Tidy  (1892),  1892,  2  Q.  B.  179,  61  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  791,  67  L.  T.  319,  41  W.  R.  128.  It  is  upon  this  principle  that 
the  mandamus  was  granted  in  Rex  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  York  (1792), 
4  T.  R.  699,  2  R.  R.  501.  There  the  Court  granted  a  viand'tmus  to 
the  corporation  of  York  to  put  the  corporate  seal  to  the  certificate  of 
the  election  of  the  recorder,  on  an  affidavit  that  he  had  a  majority  of 
the  legal  votes,  although  it  was  stated  in  opposition  that  the  corpora- 
tion had  already  returned  a  certificate  that  the  other  candidate  was 
duly  elected.  In  effect  there  was  a  wrongful  exclusion  de  facto  of  one. 
without  the  office  being  filled  by  the  other:  see  ;;>?;•  Coleridge,  J., 
in  Rex  V.  Mayor,  &e.  of  Oxford  {lS?u),  6  Ad.  &  El.  349. 

Where  a  party  has  been  ousted  and  another  elected  in  his  stead  l)y.  a 
colourable  election,  the  Court  may  grant  a  wandamits  to  permit  the 
ousted  party  to  exercise  his  office,  but  not  to  restore  him  to  that  office. 
Rex  V.  Mayor,  &e.  of  Oxford,  supra. 

The  rule  was  again  applied  in  Reg,  v.  Couvei/lors  of  Derby  (1837), 
7  Ad.  &  El.  419,  2  Nev.  &  P.  589,  Wilm.,  Woll.  &  Dav.  671. 

An  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  will  not  lie  against 
an  officer,  who  is  a  mere  servant  of  a  corporation,  if  his  office  does  not 
affect  any  franchise  or  authority  holdeu  under  the  Crown.  Rex  v.  Cor- 
poration of  Bedford  Level  (1805),  6  East,  356.     In  that  case  the  Court 
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granted  a  mandamus  to  admit  and  swear  the  part}-  claiming  an  office, 
as  there  was  no  other  specific,  or  at  least  no  other  equally  convenient 
mode  of  trying  the  right  to  the  office.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Becj. 
V.  Coni))iissioneys  of  Kcynlatjhani  Level  (1844),  11  Jur.  o8n.,  the  Court 
refused  a  maudami/s,  where  a  quo  ivarranto  would  not  lie  if  the  office 
were  full,  and  the  party  alleged  to  be  aggrieved  by  the  usurpation  of 
an  office  was  left  without  a  remedy. 

Section  73  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  provides : 
"Every  municipal  election  not  called  in  question  within  twelve  months 
after  the  election,  either  by  election  petition,  or  by  information  in 
the  nature  of  a  quo  toarranto,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  to  all 
intents  a  good  and  valid  election."  A  person  who  is  disqualified  from 
being  elected  to  an  office  may  be  sued  for  penalties  under  section  41  of 
the  Act,  although  a  petition  has  not  been  presented  nor  an  information 
laid,  and  twelve  months  have  elapsed  since  the  election,  De  Souza  v. 
Cohden  (C.  A.  1891),  1891,  1  Q.  B.  687,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  533,  65  L. 
T.  150,  39  W.  E.  454. 

Where  the  matters  stated  in  the  ^Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882 
(45  &  46  Vict.  c.  87),  s.  87  form  the  ground  of  objection  to  the  return 
of  a  candidate,  the  election  can  only  be  questioned  by  an  election  peti- 
tion;  and  proceedings  by  way  of  quo  ivarranto  are  abolished  in  cases 
which  come  within  that  section.  Reg.  v.  Morton  (1892),  1892,  1  Q.  B. 
39,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  39,  65  L.  T.  611,  40  W.  R.  109.  These  grounds  of 
objection  are:  (a)  That  the  election  was  as  to  the  borough  or  ward 
wholly  avoided  by  general  bribery,  treating,  undue  influence,  or 
personation;  (h)  That  the  election  was  avoided  by  corrupt  practices 
or  offences  against  Part  IV.  of  the  Act  committed  at  the  election; 
(c)  That  the  person  whose  election  is  questioned  was  at  the  time  of 
the  election  disqualified;  or  {(1)  That  he  was  not  elected  by  a  majority 
of  lawful  votes. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  (with  other  English  cases)  and  followed  in  the 
recent  decision  in  Leed.-i  v.  Atlantic  City,  .o2  New  Jersey  Law,  383.  This  is 
also  the  New  York  doctrine.  Drake  v.  Neto  York,  3  Johnson  Cases,  79  ;  Dolan 
V.  Lane,  55  New  York,  217;  Matter  of  Gardner,  08  Ibid.  467  (citing  the  prin- 
cipal case).  So  in  Connecticut,  Duane  v.  McDonald,  41  Connecticut,  517  ; 
and  so  in  St.  Louis  Co.  Court  v.  Sparks,  10  Missouri,  117  ;  45  Am.  Dec.  355; 
Bonner  v.  Stale,  7  Georgia,  473 ;  People  v.  Kilduff,  15  Illinois.  4f)"2  ;  Frrji  v. 
Michie,  68  Michigan.  323  ("  The  only  way  to  try  titles  to  office  finally  and  con- 
clusively is  by  quo  warranto.  Mandamus  does  not  settle  the  title  at  all  "  j  ; 
Warner  v.  Myers,  3  Oregon,  218;  State  v.  Clwate,  11  Ohio,  511;  Bartlett  v. 
Stale,  13  Kansas,  99  ;  State  v.  Deliesseline,  1  ISIcCord  Law  (So.  Car.),  52  ;  State 
V.  De  Cress,  53  Texas,  387  ;  Com.  v.  Meeser,  44  Pennsylvania  State,  341 :  Stale 
v.   Dunn,  Minor  (Alabama),  46 ;  12  Am.  Dec.  25,  relying  on  the  principal 
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case;  State  v.    Oates,  86  Wisconsin,  634;  39   Am.   St.   Rep.    912;  Brown  v. 
Turner,  70  North  Carolina,  98. 

The  contrary  rule  prevails  in  Massachusetts,  Strong,  petitioner,  20  Picker- 
ing, 484 ;  Putnam  v.  Langley,  133  Massachusetts,  204 ;  In  Virginia,  Dew  v. 
Judges,  3  Henning  &  Munford,  1 ;  3  Am.  Dec.  639  ;  in  ]VIarylaiid,  Harivood 
V.  Marshall,  9  Maryland,  83.  And  so  in  Texas,  after  a  very  learned  revieM% 
Banton  v.  Wilson,  4  Texas,  400  ;  Lawrence  v.  Ingersoll,  88  Tennessee,  52  ;  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  870.  In  Luce  v.  Board  of  Examiners,  153  Massachusetts,  108,  it 
■vvas  admitted  that  "The  use  of  the  writ  of  mandamus  to  try  the  title  to  an 
office,  and  to  put  one  person  out  of  and  another  person  into  an  office,  is 
undoubtedly  unusual,  and  opposed  to  the  weight  of  authority  in  other 
jurisdictions." 

Judge  Dillon  says  (2  Municipal  Coi-porations,  sect.  892)  :  "  "VVe  liave  seen 
that  it  is  the  doctrine  of  the  English  law,  quite  generally  adopted  in  this 
country,  where  a  person  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  an  office  under  an  elec- 
tion or  a  commission,  and  is  thus  exercising  its  duties  under  colour  of  right, 
the  validity  of  his  election  or  comnnssion  cannot,  in  general,  be  tried  or 
tested  on  a  mandamus  to  adnut  another,  but  only  by  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto." 

In  Drake  v.  New  York,  supra,  the  reason  of  the  rule  is  thus  stated  :  "  Where 
the  office  is  already  filled  by  a  person  who  has  been  admitted  and  sworn,  and 
is  in  by  colour  of  right,  a  mandaynus  is  never  issued  to  admit  another  person, 
because  the  corporation,  being  a  third  party,  may  admit  or  not,  at  pleasure, 
and  the  rights  of  the  party  in  office  may  be  injured,  without  his  having  an 
opportunity  to  make  defence.  The  proper  remedy,  in  the  first  instance,  is  by 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  (pio  ivarranto,  by  which  the  rights  of  the  parties 
may  be  tried." 

The  doctrine  of  the  rule  is  laid  down  in  People  v.  Olds,  3  California,  167 ; 
58  Am.  Dec.  398,  where  it  is  said:  "In  no  case  where  the  v/rit  of  mandamus 
has  been  suffered  to  go,  has  it  appeared  that  there  was  any  other  more  speedy 
or  adequate  remedy."     The  principal  case  is  cited. 

Mr.  Freeman  says  (note,  12  Am.  Dec.  30)  :  "If  the  applicant  can  show  a 
clear  primd  facie  legal  title  to  the  office,  and  if  the  contest  involves  merelj^  the 
determination  of  a  simple  question  of  law,  as  in  Harwood  v.  Marshall,  9  Mary- 
land, 83,  and  Dew  v.  Judges,  3  Am.  Dec.  639,  the  writ  of  mandamus  will  be 
awarded  whether  the  office  is  filled  at  the  time  or  not,  and  without  reference 
h.)  the  question  whether  the  applicant  has  previously  occupied  it.  But  the 
(Ouit  will  not  enter  upon  any  investigations  of  questions  of  fact,  and  will 
not  undertake  to  adjudicate  and  enforce  a  doubtful  right.  It  will  not  go  be- 
liind  the  certificate,  commission,  or  other  declaration  of  title  to  the  office 
issued  or  made  by  the  proper  authority  to  inquire  into  the  ultimate  right, 
'i'he  appropriate  function  of  the  writ  is,  as  already  stated,  to  put  the  office 
into  the  possession  of  the  person  having  the  legal  evidence  of  title  to  it,  and 
in  general  the  Court  will  not  permit  a  mere  usurper  to  turn  the  holder  of  tlie 
legal  title  into  the  position  of  a  contestant."  See,  to  this  effect.  State  v.  Sher- 
wood,  15  Minnesota,  221 ;  2  Am.  Rep.  110. 

"  Quo  ivarranto  lies  to  oust  an  illegal  incumbent  from  an  office ;  not  to 
induct  the  legal  officer  into  it."     State  v.  Lane,  IG  Rhode  Island,  620. 
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The  validity  of  the  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto  cannot  1)6  questioned  under  a 
writ  of  prohibition,  but  only  by  a  direct  proceeding  in  (^uo  warranlo  to  deter- 
mine his  title  to  the  oifice.  Wulcott  v.  Welts,  21  Nevada,  47  ;  37  Ain.  St. 
Rep.  478. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  and  approved  in  Throop  on  Public  Officers, 
sect.  825. 


Section  III.  —  Contracts  and  Property. 

No.  10.  —  HASCAED   v.   SOMANY. 
(k.  b.  1693.) 

No.  11.  —  MEECHANTS   OF   THE   STAPLE   OF   ENGLAND 
V.   THE   BANK   OF   ENGLAND. 

(G.  A.  1887.) 

RULE. 

At  common  law  and  in  the  absence  of  special  contract 
the  acts  of  a  corporation  are  those  of  a  duly  constituted  meet- 
ing to  which  (unless  there  is  a  fixed  time  of  meeting)  all 
the  corporators  must  be  summoned,  and  if  the  corporation 
consists  of  a  definite  number  the  major  part  must  attend. 
An  instrument  in  writing  to  bind  the  corporation  must  be 
sealed  and  delivered  at  a  duly  constituted  meeting  of  the 
corporation,  and  pursuant  to  resolution  concurred  in  by  a, 
majority  present  at  such  meeting. 

Hascard  v.  Somany. 

1  Freeman,  504-505. 

Corporation.  —  Meeting  of  Corporators. 
Corporation  aggregate,  how  bound. 

Ill  a  trial  at  bar  for  the  parsonage  of  Hasley  in  the  comity  of 
Oxon,  the  church  being  in  the  presentation  of  the  Dean  and  Canons 
of  Windsor,  where  there  were  twelve  canons  besides  the  dean,  which 
in  all  make  up  thirteen  of  the  corporation,  it  was  held, — 

1.  That  jjrimd  facie  in  all  acts  done  by  a  corporation,  the  major 
number  must  bind  the  lesser,  or  else  differences  could  never  be 
determined. 
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2.  That  acts  done  by  the  corporation  ought  to  be  done  by  the 
consent  of  the  major  number,  or  else  they  are  nut  valid,  and  there- 
fore where  the  corporation  consists  of  thirteen  there  ought  to  be 
seven  to  make  a  chapter ;   but  the  act  of   the  major  number  of 

those  seven  is  binding  to  the  corporation. 
[*505]       *But  if  the  ancient  usage  hath  been,  that  acts  have  been 

done  from  time  to  time  by  the  major  number  of  those  that 
are  present,  although  they  are  but  three  or  four,  it  shall  be  then 
intended  that  that' was  part  of  their  constitution  at  the  beginning, 
and  so  what  is  done  by  them  shall  be  binding  to  the  rest ;  and  if  it 
were  otherwi,se,  it  would  avoid  multitude  of  leases ;  for  it  is  the 
common  practice  in  most  places  to  seal  leases  by  the  major  number 
of  the  dean  and  prebends  that  are  resident  at  the  time  when  the 
lease  was  made. 


Merchants  of  the  Staple  of  England  v.  The  Bank  of  England. 

21  Q.  B.  1).  160-177  (s.  c.  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  418,  .36  W.  R.  880). 

Cin-poration.  —  Seal.  —  Unauthorized  Use. 

[160]  The  plaintiffs,  a  corporate  body,  left  their  seal  in  the  custody  of  their 
clerk,  who,  without  authority',  affixed  it  to  powers  of  attorney,  under 
which  certain  stock  in  the  public  funds,  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  was 
sold.  The  clerk  appropriated  the  proceeds.  In  an  action  in  which  the  i)]ain- 
tiffs  claimed  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  stock  on  the  ground  that  it  liad 
been  transferred  without  their  authority  by  the  defendants,  — 
•  Held,  on  the  authority  of  The  Bank  of  Ireland  \ ,  Trustees  of  Elans'  Charities 
(o  H.  L.  C.  389),  that  assuming  the  plaintiffs  had  been  negligent  their  negli- 
gence was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss,  and  did  not  disentitle  them 
from  recovering  in  the  action. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  in  this  action  a  declaration  that  they 
were  entitled  to  £4250  Consolidated  £3  per  cent.  Annuities,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  been  transferred  by  the  defendants  without 
the  plaintiffs'  authority.  It  appeared  that  one  Drew,  who  was  a 
clerk  to  the  company,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  company  two 
powers  of  attorney  under  which  the  stock  was  sold.  The  defend- 
ants alleged  that  the  j)laintif('s  gave  Drew  autliority,  or  by  their 
negligence  and  improper  confidence  in  him  lield  him  out  to  the 
defendants  as  having  their  authority,  to  seal  and  deliver  the  powers 
of  attorney,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  estopped  from  disputing 
the  validity  of  the  same  and  of  the  transfers  thereunder. 
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The  case  was  tried  before  Pollock,  B.  ,  when  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  an  ancient  corporation,  created  by  a  charter  of  the 
time  of  Edward  III. ,  which  was  renewed  in  the  reign  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  and  they  were  finally  incorporated  in  1669  by  a  charter 
of  Charles  II. ,  with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal.  The 
objects  for  which  the  company  was  originally  created  had  ceased  to 
exist,  and  they  had  no  office  or  place  of  business  nor  any  books, 
except  a  minute-book  kept  by  Drew.  They  had  £4250 
stock,  the  dividends  of  which  Drew  received  under  a  power *of  [*  161] 
attorney,  and  accounted  for  to  tlie  treasurer.  The  corporate 
seal  was  kept  by  Drew. 

In  May,  1884,  an  application  was  made  to  the  defendants  by  a 
firm  of  stockbrokers  for  a  power  of  attorney  to  two  members  of  the 
firm  for  the  sale  of  £3600  of  the  above-mentioned  stock.  The  bank 
sent  a  notice  of  this  application  directed  to  the  plaintiffs,  which 
was  not  acknowledged  or  returned.  The  stock  was  sold  under  the 
power  of  attorney,  and  the  proceeds  received  by  Drew.  The  re- 
mainder was  subsequently  sold  under  a  similar  power  of  attorney. 
The  seal  was  affixed  to  the  powers  of  attorney  without  any  authority 
from  the  company,  and  at  Drew's  house  before  two  attesting  wit- 
nesses who  were  not  corporators.  Drew  appropriated  the  proceeds 
of  the  sales,  and  was  subsequently  tried  for  the  oftence  and  con- 
victed. The  learned  Judge  left  three  questions  to  the  jury  :  First, 
did  the  plaintiffs  hold  Drew  out  to  the  defendants  as  having 
authority  to  affix  the  seal  to  the  powers  of  attorney  ?  Secondly, 
had  he  on  the  facts  proved  an  implied  authority  to  affix  the  seal  ? 
Thirdly,  were  the  plaintiff's  guilty  of  negligence  so  as  to  induce 
the  defendants  to  act  on  the  powers  to  transfer?  The  jury  did 
not  agree  on  the  first  two  questions,  but  answered  the  third 
affirmatively. 

The  plaintiffs  moved  to  enter  judgment  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  in  support  of  the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
of  evidence.     The  defendants  also  moved  for  judgment. 

Finlay,  Q.  C. ,  and  R.  M.  Bray,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Sir  R.  E.  Webster,  A.  G. ,  H.  D.  Greene,  Q.  C. ,  and  Arbuthnot, 
for  the  defendants. 

The  arguments  and  authorities  cited  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
judgments  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division. 

Cu7\  adv.  vult. 
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1887,  March  29.  Day,  >J.  In  this  case  we  took  time  to  con- 
sider our  judgment,  not  because  we  entertained  any  doubt  on  the 
subject,  but  because  we  thought  it  better  to  take  time  to  consider 
our  judgment,  so  that  we  might  be  able  to  deal  with  the  principles 
involved,  and  with  the  authorities  cited  in  argument. 

The  case  was  that  of  an  ancient  corporation,  not  affected 
[*162]  in  *respect  of  the  details  of  the  management  of  its  busines,<^ 
by  any  statutory  authority,  but  exercising  its  rights,  such  as 
they  had  become  in  modern  times,  under  the  provisions  of  ancient 
charters.  The  corporation  had,  through  changed  circumstances, 
practically  lost  its  reason  for  existence ;  it  had  ceased  to  tran.sact 
any  affairs  or  to  fulfil  any  of  its  original  objects.  It  had  become, 
so  far  as  we  can  understand,  a  mere  dining  club.  It  consisted  of 
about  thirty  members,  who  were  corporators.  They  maintained  in 
point  of  form  several  of  their  ancient  officers,  whose  duties  had, 
however,  ceased  to  have  any  reality ;  and  the  corporation  had  a 
fund  of  about  £4500,  which  was  invested  in  consols.  The  cor- 
poration still  retained  its  common  seal,  which  was  entrusted  to  the 
custody  of  a  solicitor  named  Drew,  who  filled  the  position  of  clerk 
to  the  company.  In  him  unlimited  confidence  was  reposed,  —  that 
is  to  say,  unlimited  confidence  in  the  sense  of  granting  to  him  their 
common  seal,  and  of  allowing  him  to  receive  the  dividends  upon 
the  sum  invested  in  consols.  The  grossest  negligence  seems  to 
have  accompanied  this  confidence,  because,  notwithstanding  all 
the  warnings  which  most  men  experienced  in  the  affairs  of  the 
world  have  had,  that  no  man  is  to  be  trusted  without  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  care  by  those  who  have  to  look  after  the  affairs  of 
other  people,  it  seems  to  have  been  thought  that  the  common  seal 
and  the  affairs  of  the  company  might  be  entrusted  to  their  clerk 
without  any  check  or  superintendence  of  any  sort  or  kind  being 
exercised  over  him  by  the  corporators  or  any  other  of  the  officials 
of  the  company.  One  can  scarcely  imagine  a  case  of  grosser 
negligence  than  the  negligence  of  all  connected  with  the  affairs  of 
this  company  in  tlieir  dealings  with  their  clerk.  It  is  not  for  me 
to  suggest  that  eveiy  clerk,  or  any  clerk,  is  to  be  suspected  of 
evil-doing,  l)ut  it  is  idle  to  talk  of  the  absence  of  necessity  for  exer- 
cising due  and  reasonable  care  over  the  officers  of  any  corporate  or 
other  body.  A  person  who  was  looking  after  his  own  affairs  would 
take  very  good  care  to  see  that  his  seal,  if  it  had  any  value,  was 
looked  after;  but  here  a  corporate  body,  who  can  only  speak  and 


R.  C.  VOL.  VII.]      SECT.  III.  —  CONTRACTS   AND   PROPERTY.  337 

No.  11.  —  Merchants  of  the  Staple  of  Eng.  v.  Bk.  of  Eng.,  21  Q.  B.  D.  162,  163. 

act  by  its  common  seal,  are  content,  one  and  all,  to  entrust  that 
common  seal  to  an  officer  over  whom  they  exercise  not  the  slightest 
suj)erintendence. 

Now,  it  has  been  said  there  can  be  no  negligence  attribu- 
table *to  the  corporators  of  this  body,  because  it  is  not  to  [*163] 
be  assumed  that  any  man  will  commit  the  grave  offence  of 
availing  himself  of  opportunities  which  are  placed  in  his  way,  — 
that  no  man  ought  to  be  assumed  to  yield  to  a  temptation  witli 
which  he  is  surrounded.  That  sort  of  reasoning  does  not  commend 
itself  to  me,  nor  to  my  experience  of  the  world ;  nor,  I  should 
til  ink,  to  the  common  sense  of  men  in  general.  I  think  this  is  a 
case  of  the  very  greatest  negligence,  and  I  must  say  that,  if  this 
were  res  nova,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  hold,  upon  the  authority  of 
a  case  which  I  venture  respectfully  to  think  was  most  properly 
decided,  —  the  case  of  Young  v.  Grote,  4  Bing.  253 ;  5  L.  J.  C.  V. 
(0.  S. )  163,  — that  the  loss  of  the  money  which  was  occasioned  by 
the  fraud  and  forgery  of  Drew  in  applying  this  seal  to  two  powers 
of  attorney,  by  means  of  which  he  withdrew  the  whole  of  it  and 
appropriated  it  to  himself,  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  corporation, 
whose  negligence  was  in  my  judgment  the  direct  cause  of  the  loss. 
I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  Young  v.  Grotc.  In 
that  case  the  negligence  which  was  held  to  disentitle  the  customer 
of  a  bank  to  recover  from  the  bank  money  which  they  had  paid 
upon  a  forgery,  was  negligence  so  trilling  that  it  merely  consisted 
in  leaving  in  a  cheque  sufficient  space  into  which  the  words  "  three 
hundred  and  "  could  be  introduced,  and  in  which  the  figures  also 
could  be  similarly  altered.  I  cannot  distinguish  the  negligence 
there  from  the  negligence  of  leaving  the  common  seal,  which 
is  the  only  mode  of  expression  the  corporation  has,  in  the  custody 
of  the  clerk,  without  any  supervision,  or  check,  or  control  what- 
ever. By  means  of  the  possession  of  that  common  seal  Drew  was 
enabled  to  rob  the  corporation,  or  the  Bank  of  England,  as  the  case 
may  be,  of  the  sum  of  between  £4000  and  £5000  ;  and  so  laxly  were 
the  affairs  of  the  company  managed,  that  we  find  that  the  common 
seal  was  affixed  on  one  occasion  in  the  presence  of  a  member  of  the 
Bar  and  a  surgeon,  and  in  another  case  in  the  presence  of  another 
member  of  the  Bar  and  a  surgeon  also,  and  affixed  not  at  the  cor- 
porate place  of  business,  but  somewhere  else.  Under  those  circum- 
stances the  stock  was  transfeiTed  from  the  Bank  of  England,  and 
the  fraud  was  effected  by  the  clerk.  But  much  as  I  should  wish  to 
VOL.  VII.  —  22 
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[*164]  decide  this  ca.se  in  favour  of  the  *defeii(iaiits,  lam  hound 
by  a  case  decided  hy  the  highest  tribunal,  which  case  I  can- 
not distinguish  from  the  present.  1  refer  to  the  case  of  Tlie  Bank  of 
Ireland  v.  Triidees  of  Evans'  Charities,  5  H.  L.  C.  389.  I  have 
tried,  and  tried  in  vain,  to  distinguish  the  facts  of  this  case  from 
tiie  facts  in  that  case,  but  I  am  unable  to  do  so.  "With  the  excep- 
tions that  one  is  the  case  of  a  charity  and  the  other  is  not,  and  one 
is  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Ireland  and  the  other  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, and  that  one  is  the  case  of  a  common-law  corporation  and  the 
other  of  a  statutory  corporation,  I  see  no  distinction.  We  are 
bound  by  that  case,  which  is  undistinguishable  in  principle  and 
on  the  facts.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  our  judgment  must  be  in 
favour  of  the  plaintifis,  and  very  reluctantly  I  give  it  in  their 
favour. 

Arnold  v.  Cheque  Banl;  1  C.  P.  D.  578;  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  562, 
was  also  cited  in  argument.  In  that  case  it  w\as  properly  held  that 
the  doctrine  of  Youmj  v.  Grote,  4  Bing.  253;  5  L.  J.  C.  P.  (0.  S.) 
163,  did  not  apply.  But  Arnold  v.  Cheque  Bank  is  very  distin- 
guishable from  Young  v.  Grote  and  from  the  present  case.  In 
Arnold  v.  Cheque  Bank  it  was  held  that  negligence  could  net  be 
set  lip  by  way  of  estoppel,  because  it  was  not  negligence  directly 
conducing  to  the  mischief.  There  a  foreign  merchant  who  had 
drawn  a  bill  of  exchange  failed  to  send  collateral  notice  of  alvice, 
and  it  was  held  that  that  fact  could  not  be  set  up  in  an  action  upon 
the  bill.  That  case  has,  I  think,  no  application  to  the  present. 
In  principle  the  two  cases  might  well  stand  together,  —  Arnold  v. 
Cheque  Bank  as  it  was  decided,  and  the  present  case  if  decided, 
as  I  should  wish  it  to  be,  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  In  The 
Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Bvans'  Trustees  it  was  held  that  negligence 
such  as  exists  in  this  case  was  not  negligence  whicli  estopped  a 
party  from  making  a  claim  against  a  person  who  had  l)een  defrauded 
entirely  by  the  negligence  of  the  person  who  sought  to  recover  the 
money.  As  I  have  said,  I  cannot  distinguish  that  case,  and  I  am, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must  be  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

Wills,  J.,  read  the  following  judgment:  It  was  contended  for 

the  defendants  that,   the  seal  of  the  plaintiff  corporation 

[*165]  having  *been  affixed  to  the  transfer  by  a  corporator  in 

whose  custody  the  plaintiffs  allowed  the  seal  to  be,   the 

corporation  was  bound  by  it,  (1)  as  really  the  deed  of  the  corpora- 
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tiun,  (2)  as  so  to  be  treated  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  because 
the  phiintitfs  were  estopped  from  denying  it. 

Upon  the  first  point  there  aj)pears  to  me  to  be  no  reason  in  prin- 
ciple why  a  deed  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  corporation  fraudu- 
lently affixed  by  a  corporator  should  have  any  more  efficacy  than 
one  to  which  the  seal  has  been  fraudulently  affixed  by  any  one 
else.  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  authority  for  such  a  proposi- 
tion, and  none  was  shown  at  the  bar. 

The  acts  of  a  corporation  are  those  of  the  major  part  of  the 
corporators,  corporately  assembled.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  "  Franchise, "  F. 
11;  and,  omitting  the  words  "corporately  assembled,"  this  is 
declared  by  33  Hen.  VIII.,  c.  27,  to  be  the  common  law. 
This  means  that,  in  the  absence  of  special  custom,  the  major 
part  must  be  present  at  the  meeting,  and  that  of  that  major  part 
there  must  be  a  majority  in  favour  of  the  act  or  resolution.  It  was 
so  decided  in  Easter  Term,  1693,  Hascard  v.  Somanij,  1  Freem. 
504,  p. 333,  ante,  quoted  in  Viner's  Abridgment,  tit.  "  Corporations," 
( r.  3,  pi.  7  ;  and  it  was  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Rex  v.  Monday, 
Covvp.  530,  at  p.  538,  to  be  undoubted  law.  By  "  corporately 
assembled"  it  is  meant  that  the  meeting  shall  be  one  held  upon 
notice  wdiich  gives  every  corporator  the  opportunity  of  being  pres- 
ent :  see  Smyth  v.  Darley,  2  H.  L.  C.  789.  The  notice  need  not 
necessarily  be  special,  but  there  must  be  such  knowledge,  or  such 
means  of  knowledge,  as  to  give  each  corporator  the  opportunity  of 
attending. 

This,  therefore,  is  the  way  in  which  the  corporate  authority  must 
be  exercised ;  and  it  follows  that  it  is  thus,  and  thus  only,  that  the 
resolution  to  use  the  corporate  seal  can  be  arrived  at.  I  am  speak- 
ing, of  course,  of  corporations,  not  being  trading  bodies,  to  which 
essentially  different  principles  apply :  see  Re  Earned' s  Banking 
Co.,  L.  E.,  3  Ch.  105,  at  p.  116;  37  L.  J.  Ch.  87.  The  affixing 
the  seal  is  not  enough ;  there  must  be  a  delivery  of  the  deed  also. 
Derhy  Canal  Co.  v.  Wilmot,  9  East,  360 ;  9  E.  E.  577.  Prima 
facie,  putting  the  seal  imports  delivery ;  yet,  if  it  be 
*  intended  otherwise,  it  is  not  so;  and  then,  if  delivery  be  [*166] 
made  upon  a  different  occasion,  and  not  at  a  corporate 
meeting,  it  must  be  done  by  some  person  acting  under  a  power  of 
attorney  from  the  corporation.  Anon.,  1  Vent.  257.  It  seems  to 
be  very  old  law  that  (except  under  a  power  of  attorney,  which  of 
course  must  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  any  other  deed)  the 
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delivery  must  be  made  at  a  duly  constituted  meeting  of  the  cor- 
poration, Brooke's  Abridg.  tit.  "Corporations,"  pi.  72,  citing  the 
Year  Book,  9  Ed.  IV.,  p.  39,  — a  passage  which  entirely  bears  out 
the  Abridgment. 

It  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  seal  must  be  affixed  at  a 
meeting,  and  as  the  act  of  the  meeting,  or  it  is  nothing.  I  believe 
that  this  was  the  usual  practice  in  ancient  times.  In  1  Lev.  237, 
will  be  found  an  indorsement  on  a  corporate  deed,  which  has  the 
appearance  of  being  a  common  form,  "  sigillatum  et  deliberatum 
in  prffisentia, "  &c.  ;  and  I  have  a  strong  impression  that  I  have 
both  seen  and  heard  of  old  deeds  bearing  a  similar  attestation 
clause. 

If  this  view  be  correct  it  disposes  of  all  the  arguments  derived 
from  any  supposed  practice  of  the  corporation  to  allow  deeds  to  be 
executed  for  them  by  affixing  the  seal  otherwise  than  at  a  corporate 
meeting,  or  from  any  supposed  authority  to  their  clerk  to  use  the 
seal  for  the  purpose  of  executing  their  deeds,  or  any  ratification  of 
his  act  in  having  done  so.  I  will  add  that  in  my  opinion  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  such  practice  or  autliority  worthy  of  a  moment's 
consideration. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  made  out  that  this  transfer  was 
not  the  deed  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  a  forgery  by  their  clerk.  A 
forgery  can  give  no  title,  and  those  who  rely  upon  it  must  be  able 
to  show  some  extraneous  ground  —  such  as  that  of  estoppel  —  why 
they  should  be  entitled  to  act  upon  it.  This  I  take  to  be  the  sub- 
stance, when  they  come  to  be  carefully  examined,  of  the  ancient 
authorities  relied  upon  by  the  Attorney-General ;  and,  when  so 
understood,  they  are  in  harmony  with  the  modern  authorities.  In 
Glanville,  book  10,  ch.  12,  it  is  said  that  the  man  who  entrusts 
his  steward  with  his  seal  will  be  bound  by  it  if  the  steward 
[*  167]  seals  a  deed  with  it,  for  he  sliould  have  taken  *  better  care 
of  it.  Bracton  (edition  published  by  the  Record  Commis- 
sioners, and  edited  by  Sir  Travers  Twiss,  vol.  vi. ,  p.  126),  says 
that  a  man  may  get  rid  of  his  deed  by  showing  various  matters, 
such  as  duress,  mistake,  or  the  like ;  but  adds  the  qualification 
that  there  must  be  nothing  in  the  way  of  negligence  on  his  own 
part,  — as  in  entrusting  his  seal  to  his  senesclial  or  wife.  Britton 
says  tliat  a  man  may  plead  that  the  writing  ought  not  to  afiect 
him,  for  when  it  was  made  lie  had  lost  his  seal,  and  caused  it  to 
be  cried  and  published  at  the  churches  and  markets,  so  that  if  any- 
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thing  was  made  under  that  seal  after  a  certain  day  on  which  it  was 
lost,  it  ought  not  to  atfect  hiiu  :  book  i. ,  ch.  29,  pi.  17.  A  curious 
account  is  given  in  Mr.  Nicholl's  note  (vol.  i. ,  p.  164,  of  his  edition), 
of  a  plea  of  this  description  relating  to  the  seal  of  Arnald  de 
Thorley,  which  was  met  and  defeated  by  production  of  a  record  of 
an  acknowledgment  at  the  Hertford  Assizes,  39  Hen.  Ill,  of  the 
seal  in  question  by  the  said  Arnald ;  and  two  advertisements  of 
the  loss  of  a  seal,  warning  the  public  that  an  instrument  sealed 
with  it  after  a  certain  day  would  be  a  forgery,  are  given  in  Blount's 
Law  Dictionary,  tit.  "  Seal"  and  "  Sigillum. "  The  passage  from 
Bracton  is  reproduced  in  Fleta,  w^ho  wrote  towards  the  end  of  the 
13th  century,  but  without  any  additional  remarks. 

It  is  interesting  to  observe  that  the  principle  which  these  pas- 
sages embody  has  undergone  no  change  during  the  course  of  more 
than  six  centuries.  It  is  the  same  as  that  embodied  in  Young  v. 
Grote,  4  Bing.  253;  5  L.  J.  C.  P.  (0.  S. )  163.  A  person  whose 
negligent  act  has  directly  contributed  to  the  forgery  must,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  person  who  has  taken  the  forged  instrument 
and  acted  upon  it  to  his  own  detriment  as  a  genuine  one,  bear  the 
loss.  But  as  illustrations  of  the  particular  application  that  should 
Ije  made  of  them  to  circumstances  such  as  those  now  in  question, 
they  are  useless.  To  begin  with,  they  all  relate  to  the  seals  of 
individuals,  not  of  corporations  which  must  be  kept  by  some  one, 
and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  seal  of  the  corporation  should  not 
be  kept  by  their  clerk,  although  he  be  one  of  the  corporators,  as 
well  as  by  any  one  else.  Trust  must  in  such  matters  be  reposed 
somewhere,  and  to  all  appearances  it  could  hardly  have 
been  trusted  to  a* more  fitting  person  than  to  the  delin-  [*  168] 
quent  in  the  present  case.  But,  however  this  may  be,  it  is 
obvious  that  what  degree  or  kind  of  act  or  omission  will  afford 
ground  for  an  estoppel  is  a  matter  that  must  vary  infinitely  from 
age  to  age  and  from  generation  to  generation.  The  precautions 
which  appear  to  be  natural  in  one  century  may  appear  pedantic 
and  unnecessary  in  another.  Centuries  ago  —  I  am  told  by  a 
gentleman  at  the  Bar  very  familiar  with  the  local  records  at 
Exeter,  Mr.  Stuart  IMoore  —  the  seal  of  the  corporation  was  kept 
under  three  keys  which  were  in  different  hands,  and  which  are 
repeatedly  referred  to  in  ancient  documents  ;  and  it  is  undoubtedly 
the  practice  of  many  limited  companies  to  take  somewhat  similar 
safeguards.      But  there  can  be  no  inflexible  and  unvarying  rule  of 
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law  as  to  that  which  is  essentially  a  mixed  question  of  fact  and 
law,  and  it  is  not  therefore  surprising  to  find  that  the  particular  act, 
which  to  our  forefathers  appeared,  in  the  case  of  an  individual,  to  be 
so  wanting  in  care  as  to  make  the  person  who  had  rashly  entrusted 
his  seal  to  wife  or  seneschal  or  steward  responsible  for  any  forgeries 
that  might  be  committed  by  means  of  it  whilst  out  of  his  custody 
under  those  circumstances,  should  have  been  held  in  modern  times, 
in  the  case  of  a  corporation,  to  afford  no  ground  for  any  charge  of 
negligence,  nor  to  estop  the  corporation  whose  confidence  had  been 
abused  from  setting  up  that  the  deed  was  a  forgery.  Upon  this 
part  of  the  case  we  are  relieved  from  all  difliculty  by  the  decision 
of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Tlie  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Trudecs  of  Evans' 
Cliaritij,  5  H.  L.  C.  389.  In  that  case  facts  undistinguishable  from 
those  of  the  present  case  were  held  not  to  exonerate  the  bank 
which  had  given  effect  to  a  forged  transfer. 

I  do  not  profess  to  be  able  to  follow  the  reasoning  of  the  opinion 
delivered  by  the  learned  Judges  who  advised  the  House  of  Lords 
in  that  case.  They  distinguish  Young  v.  GroU  from  the  case  under 
consideration,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  latter  ease  the  transfer 
could  not  have  been  put  into  due  form  unless  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses had  been  careless  or  dishonest,  and  they  seem  to  treat  that 
as  an  event  so  unlikely  that  precautions  against  its  possibility 
were  not  naturally  called  for.  I  should  have  thought  it  a 
[*169]  thing  much  more  to  be  expected  than  the  *  forgery  which 
was  made  practicable  by  the  careless  way  of  filling  in  the 
cheque  in  Young  v.  GroU.  The  House  of  Lords,  however,  have 
decided  otherwise,  and  we  cannot  go  behind  their  decision,  and  I 
cannot  distinguish  it  from  the  present  case.  Eut  for  that  case 
I  should  have  thought  that  the  mode  of  keeping  the  seal  was 
eminently  calculated  to  facilitate,  if  not  to  invite,  the  commission 
of  forgery.  All  that  remained  for  a  dishonest  man  to  do  was  the 
jjhysical  act  of  affixing  the  seal,  which  is  a  much  easier  operation 
than  that  of  imitating  handwriting  and  filling  in  the  cheque. 

The  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  a  party  acting  upon  a  forged  instrument  is  nevertheless 
entitled  to  rely  upon  it,  were  carefully  and  elaljorately  discussed 
in  Arnold  v.  Chcqiie  Ba,nk,  1  C.  P.  I).  578;  45  L.  J.'c.  P.  562, 
and  our  judgment  is  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
there  laid  down. 

It  is  sought  to  distinguish  the  case  of  Tlie  Bank  of  Ireland  v. 
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Tncstecs  of  Evans'  Charity,  5  H.  L.  C.  389,  from  the  present  case, 
on  the  ground  that  in  that  case  there  was  a  statute  which  required 
certain  formalities  to  make  the  use  of  the  seal  valid,  and  the  bank, 
it  was  said,  were  to  be  deemed  to  know  that  they  were  requisite, 
and  so  to  be  put  upon  inquiry. 

It  seems  to  me  to  make  no  difference  whether  that  which  is 
necessary  to  validate  the  use  of  the  seal  depends  upon  statute  or 
upon  the  common  law.  Every  one  must  be  taken  to  know  that  it 
is  possil)le  that  a  seal  of  a  corporation  may  have  been  so  used  as  to 
make  the  deed  bearing  the  impression  of  the  genuine  seal  a 
forgery,  and  to  be  therefore  put  upon  an  inquiry,  in  the  case  of 
an  instrument  so  authenticated,  of  a  different  nature  from  that 
which  is  involved  in  the  case  of  every  instrument  bearing  a  sig- 
nature, — ■  viz. ,  whether  the  signature  is  genuine ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  to  make  no  difference  at  all  that  in  the  one  case  the  subject- 
matter  of  inquiry  is  whether  the  seal  has  been  duly  affixed  by  tlie 
authority  of  the  trustees,  and  with  incidents  required  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  that  in  the  other  it  is  whether  it  has  been  duly 
affixed  as  the  act  of  the  corporation,  and  with  incidents  re- 
quired by  the  common  law.  Eeliance  was  also  placed  by 
the  *  defendants  on  ^>^la^c  v.  Port  Pliiiip  Gold  Mining  Co.,  [*170] 
13  Q.  B.  D.  103;  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  369.  It  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  that  decision  rested  upon  the  fact  that  it  was  within  the 
scope  of  the  secretary's  regular  employment  to  issue  share  certifi- 
cates, and  that  in  this  case  the  person  who  forged  the  transfer  in 
question  was  not  shown  to  have  any  analogous  duty  in  respect  to 
transfers  of  stock. 

It  is  said  that  our  decision  involves  a  hardship  upon  the  bank. 
That  we  cannot  help.  Somebody  must  suffer  for  such  a  transaction 
as  that  now  in  question.  Nor  is  the  position  of  the  bank  so  diffi- 
cult as  has  been  suggested.  Mr.  Bray  pointed  out  that  by  the 
National  Debt  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  24,  the  bank 
may,  if  the  circumstances  appear  to  them  to  make  it  expedient,  so 
that  they  are  the  sole  judges  of  the  necessity,  require  evidence  of 
the  title  of  any  person  claiming  a  right  to  make  the  transfer.  This 
protection,  however,  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  as  it  is  not 
the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  that  is  in  question.  But  the  bank  are 
entitled,  apart  from  statute,  to  make  proper  inquiries  to  satisfy 
themselves  of  the  authenticity  of  the  transfer  before  they  act  upon 
it;  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Sutton  v.  Bank  of  England,  1  C.  &  P. 
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193,  at  p.  195.  They  have  not  done  so,  and  mu.'^t  take  the 
consequences.  The  plaintiti's'  motion  for  judgment  must  be 
granted. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Sir  R.  E.  Webster,  A.  G. ,  H.  D.  Greene,  Q.  C. ,  and  Arbuthnot, 
for  the  defendants. 

Finlay,  Q.  C. ,  and  E.  M.  Bray,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Lord  EsHER,  M.  E.  In  this  case  it  is  clear  that  the  defendants 
liave  transferred  stock  of  the  plaintiffs'  to  a  stranger  upon  the 
strength  of  a  document  whicli  was  not  in  fact  authorized  by  the 
jilaintiffs.  The  question  we  have  to  determine  is,  whether,  not- 
^v-ithstanding  the  want  of  authority,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  remedy 
against  the  bank. 

rrimd  facie,  the  presumption  is  that  if  the  bank  have  transferred 
property  without  authority  to  a  third  person  tliey  canncjt  protect 
themselves  from  liability  for  so  doing.  But  it  is  urged 
[*  171]  *  that  the  plaintiffs  had  so  acted  as  to  entitle  the  bank  to 
excuse  themselves  from  liability  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  negligent  in  the  matter,  that  is,  that  they  did,  or 
omitted  to  do,  something  which,  if  they  had  used  ordinary  care, 
they  would  not  have  done  or  omitted  to  do.  It  has  been  urged 
besides  that  there  were  circumstances  which  ought  to  have  been  left 
to  the  jury,  and  which  would  have  authorized  them  in  saying  that 
Drew  was  held  out  by  the  plaintiffs  as  having  authority  to  atlix  the 
seal  to  the  powers  of  attorney.  On  this  point  I  think  we  are  all 
])erfectly  clear  that  there  was  no  evidence  which  would  have 
warranted  sucli  a  question  being  left  to  the  jury.  The  learned 
Judge  only  left  that  question  by  way  of  precaution,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  which  would  justify  the  jury  in  answering,  and  the 
fact  of  their  not  having  answered  is  immaterial.  We  are  also  clear 
that  tliere  was  no  implied  authority,  and  the  whole  case  turns  on 
tlie  remaining  question,  and  the  point  for  us  to  consider  is  whether 
there  was  any  evidence  which  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  on 
that  question.  This  raises,  as  it  seems  to  me,  two  points,  whether 
there  was  any  evidence  of  negligence,  and  whether,  if  so,  it  was 
evidence  which  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  (questions  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
decide  the  point.  I  have  an  opinion  on  it  Init  I  admit  it  would  be 
difficult  for  us  to  say  that  a  mercantile  jury  might  not  say  there 
^\as  negligence.      I  will  assume  that  it  was  proved  that  there  was 
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negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  consider  whether  it  was 
snch  neglitjence  as  would  exonerate  the  defendants.  That  will 
depend  on  the  meaning  of  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
The  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Trustees  of  Evans'  Charities,  5  H.  L.  C. 
389,  from  which  this  case,  so  far  as  the  facts  go,  cannot  he 
distinguished. 

I  take  it  that  in  that  case  the  principle  was  laid  down  by  Parke, 
B. ,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  who  were  summoned  to 
advise.  I  think  it  clear  that  he  first  laid  down  a  principle  to  be 
applied  to  all  cases  which  could  be  brought  within  it,  and  then 
considered  the  facts  of  the  case  before  him  to  see  whether 
they  brought  it  within  the  principle.  The  opinion  *  is  [*  172] 
thus  given  :  "  We  all  concur  in  opinion  that  the  evidence 
given,  which  was  only  of  a  supposed  negligent  custody  of  their 
corporation  seal  by  the  trustees,  in  leaving  it  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Grace,  whereby  he  was  enabled  to  commit  the  forgeries,  is  not 
sufficient  evidence,"  not  "  of  negligence,"  he  does  not  say  that,  but 
"  of  that  species  of  negligence  which  alone  would  warrant  a  jury  in 
finding  that  the  plaintiffs  were  disentitled  to  insist  on  the  trans- 
fer beincr  void. "  He  distinguishes  therefore  between  neoliaence 
generally  and  that  species  of  negligence  which  alone  would  war- 
rant the  jury  in  finding  that  the  plaintiffs  were  disentitled  to  insist 
on  the  transfer  being  void.  Apply  that  language  to  the  present 
case  and  we  liave  here  to  consider,  not  whether  there  was  negligence, 
but  whether  there  was  that  species  of  negligence  which  is  described. 
What  is  that  negligence  ?  "  We  concur  with  Mr.  Justice  Jacksox, 
Justices  Ball,  Crampton,  and  Torrens,  and  the  Chief  Justice 
Lefroy,  in  thinking  that  the  negligence  which  would  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  his  right  to  insist  that  the  transfer  was  invalid  must 
be  negligence  in  or  immediately  connected  with  the  transfer  it- 
self. "  Xow  when  you  find  a  judge  so  expressing  himself  "  in  the 
transfer  itself  "  or"  immediately  connected  with  the  transfer  itself, " 
that  of  itself  seems  to  me  to  show  that  he  meant  the  latter  to  be 
a  very  strong  expression  almost  equivalent  to  "  in  the  transfer," 
and  the  way  to  construe  it  is  that  the  negligence  must  be 
proximately  connected  with  the  transfer  itself.  That  that  was 
the  meaning  of  the  learned  Judge  seems  to  me  to  be  further  made 
manifest  by  the  way  in  which  he  treats  the  case  of  Young  v.  Grote, 
4  Bing.  253;  5  L.  J.  C.  P.  (0.  S.)  163,  immediately  afterwards. 
"  Such  was  the  case, "  he  says,   "  of    Young  v.    Grote. "     That  is. 
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YuiiiKj  V.  Grote  was  a  ca.se  in  which  the  negligence  was  in  or  im- 
mediately connected  with  that  which  happened.  How  does  he 
make  that  out  ?  "  That  the  drawer  having  thus  caused  the  banker 
to  pay  the  forged  cheque  by  his  own  neglect. "  In  what  ?  "  In  the 
mode  of  drawing  the  cheque  itself,  could  not  complain  of  that  pay- 
ment. "  Therefore  the  way  in  which  he  deals  with  Young  v.  Grote 
as  an  example  of  what  he  had  said  before  seems  to  me  to  show  that 
the  negligence  must  be  proximately  connected  with  the 
[*173]  result.  The  principle  so  laid  *  down  was  adopted  by  the 
Lords,  and  it  became  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  binding  on  all  Courts. 

Now  has  that  view  of  it,  which  I  think  is  the  fair  view  of  what 
they  intend  to  say  in  that  case,  struck  subsequent  Judges  in  the 
same  way  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  it  has,  and  that  in  Swan  v.  North 
British  Australasian  Co. ,  2  H.  &  C.  175 ;  5  R.  C.  140,  the  Judges 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  terms  put  that  meaning  on  the 
words  which  were  adopted  by  the  House  of  Lords.  Blackburn,  J. , 
said:  "  What  I  consider  the  fallacy  of  my  Brother  Wilde's  judg- 
ment is  this  :  he  lays  down  the  rule  in  general  terms,  '  that  if  one 
has  led  others  into  the  belief  of  a  certain  state  of  facts  by  conduct 
of  culpable  neglect  calculated  to  have  that  result,  and  they  have 
acted  on  that  belief  to  their  prejudice,  he  shall  not  be  heard  after- 
wards, as  against  such  persons,  to  show  that  state  of  facts  did  not 
exist. '  This  is  very  nearly  right,  but  in  my  o})inion  not  quite, 
as  he  omits  to  qualify  it  by  saying  that  the  neglect  must  be  in  the 
transaction  itself,  and  be  the  proximate  cause  of  the  leading  the 
party  into  that  mistake."  Byles,  J.,  .says:  "  As.suming  that  he 
was  chargeable  with  negligence,  still  I  think  the  plaintiff  can 
recover,  because  the  plaintiff's  a.ssumed  negligence  was  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  transfer  by  the  defendants. "  Therefore 
they  adopted  the  view  that  although  there  is  the  neglect  calculated 
to  mislead,  and  although  that  neglect  does  mislead,  nevertheless 
it  is  no  answer  if  it  is  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  los.s.  There 
are  other  causes  which  have  been  cited  in  which  the  same  view  is 
taken  of  that  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords.  When  I  find  that 
all  Courts  that  have  dealt  with  it  since  have  so  understood  it,  I 
cannot  doubt  that  we  ought  to  say  that  is  the  meaning  of  the 
Hou.se  of  Lords. 

Then  that  reduces  us  to  this.      Assume  that  there  was  negligence 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  ca.se  calculated  to  deceive  the  bank,  and 
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tliat  by  that  negligence  the  bank  was  deceived.  Assume  all  that, 
still,  according  to  the  ruling  of  the  House  of  Lords,  there  was  no 
■case  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  whether  there  was  negli- 
gence which  would  excuse  the  defendants,  because  that  negligence, 
if  it  existed,  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  that  which  the  bank 
did,  namely,  transferring  the  stock. 

*  Xow,  inasmuch  as  the  negligence  charged  against  the  [*  174] 
plaintiff's  is  their  implicit  trust  in  Drew,  and  entrusting 
liim  with  the  seal,  there  were  several  circumstances  which  existed 
between  that  negligence  of  the  plaintiffs  and  that  which  the  bank 
<lid,  namely,  transfer  the  stock,  and  which  prevented  that  prelimi- 
nary negligence  of  the  plaintiffs  from  being  the  proximate  cause  of 
what  the  bank  did.  Therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
•case  to  be  left  to  the  jury  on  the  question,  not  whether  there  w^as 
negligence,  but  whether  there  was  such  a  negligence  as  would 
-excuse  the  defendants  from  having  transferred  the  stock  w'ithout 
the  authority  of  the  plaintiffs.  I  am  of  opinion  there  was  no 
tjvidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  therefore  the  defendants  were 
without  defence,   and  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BowEN,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  question  were 
simply  whether  the  plaintiff  corporation  had  departed  from  the 
reasonable  precautions  which  they  might  have  been  expected  by 
business  people  to  take  about  the  custody  of  their  seal,  having 
regard  not  merely  to  the  fact  that  they  were  a  corporation,  but  to 
the  fact  that  they  were  such  a  peculiar  corporation,  I  should  have 
felt  a  difficulty  in  saying  that  we  could  disturb  the  verdict  of  a 
commercial  jury  on  that  point.  After  all,  it  being  a  question  of 
fact  what  is  the  care  which  a  business  person  ought  to  take  in 
business  transactions,  a  commercial  jury  might  perhaps  not  be  an 
improper  tribunal  to  have  that  question  left  to  it  to  decide.  But 
there  is  a  further  point.  Let  us  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  argu- 
ment, that  the  plaintiff  corporation  here  w^ere  incautious  and  care- 
less in  the  w^ay  in  which  they  dealt  with  their  seal  under  the 
circumstances.  In  order  that  the  Bank  of  England  should  be 
excused  in  the  present  action,  it  must  be  shown  not  merely  that 
the  plaintiff  corporation  were  careless,  but  that  the  carelessness  of 
the  corporation  directly  and  proximately  led  to  the  loss  of  the 
property  which  the  banker  was  called  upon  to  make  good. 

In  the  case  of  Tlie  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Timstees  of  Evans' 
Charities,  5  H.  L.  C.  389,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  that  Baron 
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Parke,  whose  opinion  was  adopted  by  the  learned  Lords 
[*  175]  who  gave  the  *  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  laid  it 
down  as  the  opinion  of  himself  and  the  other  Judges,  that 
the  negligence  which  would  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  right  to 
insist  that  the  transfer  in  that  case  was  invalid,  must  be  negligence 
in  or  immediately  connected  with  the  transfer  itself,  and  what  he 
meant  by  that  language  I  do  not  think  can  be  left  in  doubt,  first  of 
all,  because  he  in  using  it  expresses  his  concurrence  with  the  Irish 
Exchequer  Chamber  (12  Ir.  Law  Eep.  365),  and  Jackson,  Ball, 
Crampton,  and  Torrens,  JJ.  ,  and  Lefroy,  C.  J. ,  in  respect  of  that 
proposition,  and  because  subsequently  he  proceeds  to  enlarge  upon 
it  and  explain  it  himself.  I  have  taken  the  troul)le  to  verify  tlic 
references  to  these  judgments,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  they  all  in 
different  language  and  with  different  degrees  perhaps  of  lucidity 
adopt  the  view  that  there  was  a  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  de- 
fence, wliich  arose  from  the  fact  that  the  carelessness  of  the 
plaintiff  in  that  particular  case,  even  if  it  furnished  an  occasion 
for  the  loss  which  was  sustained  afterwards,  had  not  directly  led 
to  it.  But  we  are  not  left  to  pick  out  the  meaning  of  Parke,  B.  , 
from  reference  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below.  He  proceeds 
to  explain  what  he  means,  and  says,  "  If  such  negligence,"  that  is, 
the  negligence  charged  in  the  particular  case,  "  could  disentitle  the 
plaintiffs,  to  what  extent  is  it  to  go?  If  a  man  should  lose  his 
cheque-book,  or  neglect  to  lock  the  desk  in  which  it  is  kept,  and  a 
servant  or  stranger  should  take  it  up,  it  is  impossilde  in  our  opinion 
to  contend  that  a  banker  paying  his  forged  cheque  would  be  entitled 
to  charge  his  customer  with  that  payment.  It  is  clear,  we  think, 
that  the  negligence  in  the  present  case,  if  there  be  any,  is  much 
too  remote  to  affect  the  transfer  itself,  and  to  cause  the  trustees  to  be 
parties  to  misleading  the  bank  in  making  the  transfer  on  the  forged 
power  of  attorney. "  That  that  is  the  true  explanation  of  what  is 
not  ambiguous  or  difficult  language  to  interpret  follows,  it  seems 
to  me,  from  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Cliamber,  by  which  we 
are  Ijound,  in  Siutin  v.  North  Brithh  Au^jyilasian  Comiiany,  2  H. 
&  C.  175;  5.1i.  C.  140,  and  liy  tbe  jmlgment  of  Blackrurn,  J., 
who,  as  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  lias  pointed  out,  corrects  a  defini- 
tion given  by  Banm  Wilde  in  the  Court  below.  He  corrects 
[*176]  it  by  saying  that  *  negligence  to  work  an  estoppel  nnist  be 
a  proximate  negligence,  and  it  will  not  do  if  it  is  merely  a 
remote  one. 


Pu  C.  VOL.  VII.]       SECT.  III.  —  CONTKACTS    AND    PROPEKTY.  349 

No.  11.  —  Merchants  of  the  Staple  of  Eng.  v.  Bk.  of  Eng.,  21  Q.  B.  D.  176,  177. 

Now  here  can  it  be  said  that  the  negligence,  if  it  was  negligence, 
of  the  plaintift'  company  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  transfer  ? 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  must  answer  that  there  were  no  grounds 
upon  which  the  jury  could  think  that  it  directly  led  to  the  transfer. 
]\Ir.  Drew  was  a  person  of  position  and  of  reputation;  he  was  a 
man  who  might  be  trusted,  to  outward  appearances,  as  much  as 
any  man  in  the  country,  and  even  if  it  was  careless  for  the  cor- 
puration  to  leave  their  seal  with  him,  was  it  a  direct  and  immediate 
consequence  of  that  carelessness  that  he  would  commit  the  forgery 
he  committed  in  the  power  of  attorney,  and  that  the  bank  would  be 
induced  by  that  to  transfer  the  stock  ?  It  seems  to  me  here  that 
the  proximate  cause  was  the  felony  and  crime  of  Drew,  and  that 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  felony  was  itself  eitlier  the  natural  or 
likely  or  necessary  or  direct  consequence  of  the  carelessness  of  the 
plaintiff.s.  On  that  ground,  it  seems  to  me  the  case  is  covered  by 
authority,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed, 
though  I  do  not  altogether  say  that  I  agree  with  every  expression 
used  by  the  learned  Judges  in  their  judgment. 

Fky,  L.  J.  I  agree.  I  shall  add  but  very  few  words,  and  those 
few  words  will  be  on  the  question  of  negligence. 

It  appears  to  me  that  two  questions  arise.  In  the  first  place, 
was  there  any  evidence  of  negligence  at  all  ?  and  in  the  second 
place,  if  there  was,  was  it  negligence  so  immediately  conducive  to 
the  transfer  that  the  plaintiffs  are  estopped  from  saying  the  transfer 
is  not  their  act  ?  With  regard  to  the  first  question,  I  shall  assume 
that  there  was  evidence  of  negligence,  at  the  same  time  I  shall  not 
forbear  expressing  my  doubt  as  to  whether  there  was  any  such 
evidence.  It  is  not'necessary  to  decide  it,  but  it  is  enough  for  me 
to  .say  that  I  am  not  clear  that  there  was  any  evidence  at  all  of 
negligence,  for  if  there  was  it  appears  to  me  clear,  on  the  authority 
which  has  been  so  much  discussed  in  this  case,  that  of  The  Bank 
of  Ireland,  v.  Trustees  of  Evans'  Cliarities,  5  H.  L.  C.  389,  that 
it  was  not  sufficiently  in  or  immediately  connected  with  the 
*  transfer  itself  as  to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  the  verdict  [*177] 
at  which  they  arrived,  or  to  afford  any  evidence  to  go  to 
tliem  on  the  point. 

In  my  judgment  it  is  impossible  to  discriminate  the  two  cases. 
The  learned  Attorney-General  made  an  ingenious  attempt  to  do  so. 
He  fastened  upon  this  fact,  that  in  the  attestation  clauses  of  the 
powers  of  attorney  in  that  case  the  attestation  asserted  that  the 
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sealing  and  delivery  had  been  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses  hy 
the  successive  chairmen  of  the  company,  and  he  said  that  that 
point  was  referred  toby  Parke,  B. ,  when  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  Judges;  that  that  was  the  extraordinary  event  which  could 
not  liave  been  anticipated,  and  wliich  intervened  between  the  oiy. 
ing  of  the  seal  to  the  clerk  and  the  execution  of  the  transfer;  that 
that  circumstance  did  not  exist  in  this  case,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  former  case  was  not  an  authority  in  point ;  but  I  cannot  come 
to  that  conclusion.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  attestation,  so  far  as 
it  referred  to  the  presence  of  the  chairman,  was  immaterial.  The 
terms  of  the  statute  which  required  the  attestation  did  not  require 
tiiat  it  shall  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  the  chairman  at  all, 
and  therefore  I  cannot  help  concluding  that  that  is  really  an  im- 
material matter,  though,  no  doubt,  the  fact  that  certain  persons  so 
certified  is  evidence  of  their  carelessness.  I  think  that  the  real 
circumstances  of  the  cases  are  identical,  and  it  would  be  drawing 
an  unreal  distinction  if  we  attempted  to  rest  on  the  point  the 
Attorney-General  has  laid  before  us.  The  principles  laid  down  in 
that  case  are  there  applied  to  circumstances  identically  similar 
with  the  present  case.  We  are  bound  by  those-  principles  there 
laid  down,  and  I  can  find  no  sufficient  reason  in  the  facts  of  this 
case  to  hold  that  they  do  not  apply.  Ai^peal  dismissed. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  note  corporations  may  be  divided  into  two 
classes  («)  Those  consisting  of  a  definite  number,  and  {b)  Tliose  in 
which  the  powers  are  to  be  exercised  hj  a  body  at  large,  and  consist- 
ing in  general  of  a  fluctuating  body. 

Where  the  charter  provides  that  certain  powers  shall  be  exercised, 
or  certain  acts  shall  be  done,  by  a  definite  or  select  number,  the  majm- 
portion  of  the  prescribed  body  and  of  each  integral  part  must  be  pres- 
ent: Rex  v.  Grimes  (1770),  T)  i',urr.  2598;  Rexv.3niler(}l*^d5),  6  T.  K. 
2G8,  3  R.  R.  172,  In  1826  the  point  was  considered  too  well  settled 
to  be  contested  ;  see  Rex  v.  Hughes  (1826),  5  B.  &  C.  886.  The  acts  of 
the  major  portion  of  those  present  are  binding  on  the  whole  cori)oi!i- 
tion.  Rex  v.  Varlo  (1775),  Cowp.  248;  Rex  v.  Mondaij  (1777),  Cowp. 
530.  Where  powers  were  vested  in  a  select  body,  although  the  members 
were  entitled  to  a  reasonable  notice,  they  were  not  entitled,  at  common 
law,  to  notice  of  the  object  for  which  a  meeting  was  called:  Rex  v. 
Puhford  (1828),  4  Ad.  &  El.  350. 

Tliese  rules  have  been  modified  by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act, 
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1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50),  s.  22,  (1)  and  (4)  (substantially  adopting 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  1835  and  amending  Acts).  By  the  latter  sub- 
section it  is  provided:  ''No  act  or  proceeding  of  the  council,  or  of  a 
committee,  shall  be  questioned  on  account  of  any  vacancy  in  their 
body."  Subsection  (1)  provides  that  the  rules  in  the  second  schedule 
shall  be  observed.  Tliis  schedule  provides  that  four  quarterly  meet- 
ings of  the  council  shall  be  held  in  every  year,  and  for  the  summoning 
of  a  meeting  by  the  mayor  of  his  own  motion,  or  upon  the  requisition 
of  live  members  of  the  council.  The  rules  expressly  provide  that  the 
notice  summoning  the  members  shall  specify  the  business  proposed  to 
be  transacted  at  a  meeting,  and  that  no  other  business  shall  be  transacted 
thereat.  Upon  this  rule  a  necessary  exception  has  been  engrafted, 
permitting  the  transaction  at  a  quarterlj'  meeting  of  business  pre- 
scribed by  the  Act  to  be  transacted  thereat.  Kule  7  provides:  ''Want 
of  service  of  a  summons  on  any  member  of  the  council  shall  not  affect 
the  validity  of  a  meeting."  It  is  however  apprehended  that  if  notice 
were  fraudulently  withheld  the  meeting  would  not  be  deemed  to  be 
duly  constituted.  Rule  10  is  designed  to  meet  a  difficulty  that  was 
discussed  in  Eex  v.  Monday,  supra,  where,  although  the  meeting  was 
duly  constituted,  only  a  minority  voted,  and  the  rest  remained  neu- 
tral. The  rule  is  as  follows:  —  "All  Acts  of  the  council,  and  all  ques- 
tions coming  or  arising  before  the  council,  may  be  done  and  decided 
by  the  majority  of  such  members  of  the  council  as  are  present  and 
vote  at  a  meeting  held  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  the  whole  number 
present  at  the  meeting,  whether  voting  or  not,  not  being  less  than 
one-tliird  of  the  number  of  the  whole  council." 

In  the  case  of  a  fluctuating  bod}',  a  minority  might  carry  the  day,  as 
appears  from  Hawkins  v.  Eex  (H.  L.  1813),  2  Dow,  124,  14  E.  R.  129. 
In  that  case,  at  a  meeting  held  for  the  election  of  an  alderman  for  a 
borough,  certain  of  the  electors  voted  for  a  person  whom  they  knew  to 
be  disqualified.  The  disqualified  person  had  a  majority  of  the  votes, 
but  if  the  votes  given  after  the  electors  knew  of  his  disqualification 
were  rejected,  he  stood  in  a  minority'.  The  House  of  Lords  held, 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  person  who 
had  a  minority  of  the  votes,  but  a  majority  if  the  votes  given  for  his 
opponent  after  notice  of  the  disqualification  were  excluded,  was  duly 
elected.  A  similar  decision  was  come  to  in  a  case  decided  under  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882:  Cox  v.  Ambrose  (1891),  60  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  114.  There  the  respondent  to  an  election  petition  had  a  major- 
ity of  the  votes,  but  was  disqualified.  The  nature  of  his  disqualifica- 
tion, and  the  grounds  upon  which  his  candidature  were  objected  to, 
were  known  to  the  electors.  The  votes  given  for  him  were  treated 
as  thrown  away  and  the  petitioner  was  declared  duly  elected. 
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In  the  case  of  an  indefinite  body,  it  was  imperative  at  common  law 
to  give  notice  of  an  intended  meeting  lield  on  any  but  the  charter 
days :  Reo-  v.  Hill  (1825),  4  B.  &  C.  426,  G  Dowl.  &  %.  593.  So  strict 
Avas  this  rule  that  a  corporator  could  not  waive  his  right  to  receive  a 
summons:  Hex  v.  Lanrjhorne  (1836),  4  Ad.  &  El.  538,  6  Nev.  &  M. 
203. 

Prior  to  the  legislative  reforms  of  the  present  century,  a  body  at 
large  could  delegate  their  powers  of  election  to  a  select  body,  but  not 
to  a  stranger  to  the  corporation:  Rex  v  Bird  (1811),  13  East,  367. 

It  may  be  here  noted  from  the  case  of  Derby  Canal  Company  v. 
Wilmot  (1808),  9  East,  360,  9  E.  R.  577,  cited  in  the  second  prin- 
cipal  case,  that  a  document,  although  it  bears  the  seal  of  a  corjjoration, 
may  operate  conditionall}-. 

Section  235  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  provides:  ''If 
any  person  forges  the  seal  .  .  .  affixed  ...  to  a  bj^e-law  made  under 
this  Act,  ...  or  tenders  in  evidence  any  such  document  with  a  false 
or  counterfeit  seal,  .  .  .  knowing  it  to  be  false  or  counterfeit,  he  shall 
be  liable  to  imprisonment  with  hard  labour  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
two  3'ears." 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

In  Slow  V.  Wyse,  7  Connecticut,  214;  18  Am.  Dec.  99,  the  court  said: 
"  Though  a  meeting  regularly  warned  would  be  competent  to  do  any  act 
within  their  chartered  powers  by  a  bare  majority,  yet  if  not  thus  warned, 
their  act  must  be  void.  If  no  particular  mode  of  notifying  the  stockholders 
be  provided,  either  in  the  charter  or  in  any  by-law,  yet  personal  notice  might 
be  given,  and  this  in  such  case  would  be  indispensable." 

The  doctrine  of  the  principal  case  is  also  approved  by  Angell  &  Ames  on 
Corporations,  sect.  492 ;  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sect.  201 ;  Unrd- 
i»fjv.  Vandewater.  40  California,  77;  People  v.  Batchelor,  22  New  York,  128; 
People's  M.  Tnx.  Co.  v.  WeMcotl,  14  Gray  (Mass.),  440 ;  Stale  v.  Feryuson,  31  New 
Jersey  Law,  107  ;  Pike  County  v.  Rowland,  94  Pennsylvania  St.  238  ;  Doyle  v. 
Mi-.ner,  42  Michigan  332 ;  Com.  v.  Cullen,  13  Pennsylvania  State,  133 ;  53 
Am.  Dec.  450  ;  Whitehead  v.  Hamilton  Rubber  Co.,  52  New  Jersey  Equity,  78. 
Hillv.  Rich  Hill  C.  M.  Co.,  119  INIissouri,  9;  Doernbecher  v.  Columbia  C.  L. 
Co.,  21  Oregon,  573;  Bank  of  Little  Rock  v.  McCarthy,  55  Arkansas,  473; 
Waterman  v.  Chicayo,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  139  Illinois,  658. 

In  People  v.  Batchelor,  supra,  the  Court  said  :  "  It  is  of  course  indispensable 
for  the  appellants  to  show  tliat  all  the  members  of  the  appointing  body  had 
notice  of  some  sort,  either  actual  or  presumptive,  of  the  time  fixedfor  mak- 
ing the  appointments.  It  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  a  portion  only  of 
tho.se  to  whom  a  power  of  appointment  is  confided  can  get  together  and  exer- 
cise the  power  without  notice  to  their  associates.  It  is  not  only  a  plain  die- 
late  of  reason,  but  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  no  power  or  function  entrusted 
to  a  body  consisting  of  a  number  of  persons  can  be  legally  exercised  without 
notice  to  all  the  members  composing  such  body." 
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In  Gordon  v.  Preston,  1  Watts  (Pennsylvania),  385 ;  26  Am.  Dec.  75,  it  was 
held  that  a  mortgage  executed  at  a  special  meeting  of  the  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration, convened  without  notice  to  those  who  did  not  attend,  was  not  bind- 
ing unless  ratified. 

Mr.  jNIorawetz  (Private  Corporations,  sect.  247),  says  :  "  Either  all "  the 
directors  "  must  be  present  at  a  meeting,  or  the  meeting  must  be  called  in  a 
regular  manner,  and  in  the  latter  case,  if  a  majority  asseml)le,  they  may  act 
by  a  major  vote.  .  .  .  Although  it  may  not  be  the  duty  of  all  the  directors  to 
be  present  at  every  meeting,  yet  it  is  certainly  the  intention  of  the  sliare- 
holders  that  every  director  shall  be  entitled  to  be  jJreseut  at  every  meeting  of 
the  board."  And  he  disapproves  the  view  of  Edgerly  v.  Emerson,  23  New 
Hampshire,  555;  55  Am.  Dec.  207,  that  if  a  quorum  meet  and  unite  in  a  vote, 
the  company  is  bound  whether  the  others  are  notified  or  not.  (To  this  latter 
■  eifect  is  Bank  v.  Flour  Co.,  41  Ohio  State,  552). 

"  The  annual  meeting  cannot,  uidess  all  the  stockholders  be  actually  present 
and  consenting,  in  person  or  by  proxy,  be  legally  held  until  after  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  thereof  first  be  given  in  some  authentic  and  legal  mode." 
^an  Buenaventura  Manuf.  Co.  v.   Vassault,  50  California,  534. 

The  meetings  of  a  joint  stock  corporation  nmst  be  called  by  personal  notice 
to  all  the  members,  unless  some  other  provision  is  made  in  the  charter  or  by- 
laws, and  a  vote  passed  at  a  meeting  not  so  called  is  }iot  binding.  Wirjgin  v. 
Freewill  Baptist  Church,  8  Metcalf  (Mass.),  301. 

The  necessity  of  notice  to  all  was  recognized  in  People  v.  Albany  Med. 
College,  26  Hun  (New  York  Supreme  Ct.),  348 ;  but  it  was  held  sufficient  if 
notice  had  been  given  by  mail,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  all  did  not  receive 
such  notice.  The  Court  cited  Rex  v.  Liverpool  and  Rex  v.  Chetwynd.  And 
in  Chase  v.  Tattle,  55  Connecticut,  455;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  it  was  held  that 
where  directors  failed  to  receive  notice  by  absence  from  the  State  this  would 
not  invalidate  the  action  of  the  meeting.  See  Covert  v.  Rogers,  38  Michigan, 
363. 

But  it  is  abundantly  settled  that  the  acts  of  a  quorum  are  prima  facie 
deemed  valid,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  lack  of  due  notice  to  others  entitled 
to  participate.  Chouteau  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holmes  Adm'r,  68  Missouri,  601  ;  30  Am. 
Rep.  807,  and  cases  cited ;  Rider  Life  Raft  Co.  v.  Roach,  97  New  York,  378. 

See  1  Thompson  on  Corporations,  §§  707,  715. 
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(Q.  B.  1848.) 

RULE. 

Where  a  corporation  have  acted  upon  an  executed  con- 
tract, it  is  to  be  presumed  against  them,  that  everything 
necessary  to  make  it  a  binding  contract  on  both  parties 
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was  done,  —  the  corporation  having  had  all  the  advantage 
they  would  have  had  if  the  contract  had  been  regularly 
made. 


Doe  d.  Pennington  v.  Taniere. 

12  Q.  B.  (Ad.  &  El.  N.  s).  998-1014  (s.  c.  18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  49;  13  Jur.  119). 

Corporation  —  Executed  Parol  Contract  —  Rights  and  Liabilities  under, 

[998]  A  dean  and  chapter  were  empowered  by  a  local  Act  to  grant  building 
leases  of  certain  lands  for  ninety-nine  years,  provided  that  in  every  such 
lease  there  was  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  build.  They  granted  a  lease  for 
ninety-nine  years,  omitting  the  covenant. 

During  the  supposed  term,  after  the  death  of  the  dean  under  whom  the  lease 
had  been  granted,  the  lessee  remained  in  possession,  and  continued  to  pay  the 
reserved  rent  to  the  succeeding  deans  and  chapter,  who  distributed  it  among 
themselves.  Held,  that,  if  the  lease  was  voidable  only,  it  was  made  good,  as 
against  each  successive  dean  and  chapter,  for  their  own  times  respectively,  by 
such  their  receipt  and  distribution  of  the  rent. 

And  that,  if  the  lease  was  absolutely  void,  such  receipt  and  distribution 
were  evidence  from  which,  without  proof  of  any  instrument  under  seal,  a 
demise  from  year  to  year  might  be  presumed  against  them  ;  the  presumption 
in  such  a  case  being  the  same  against  a  corporation  aggregate  as  against  an 
ordinary  person. 

On  the  trial  of  this  ejectment,  at  the  Guildford  Summer  assizes, 
1846,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  with  Is.  damages, 
subject  to  a  reference  of  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference 
to  a  barrister,  who  was  to  determine  what  should  be  done  by 
either  party  respecting  the  matters  in  dispute,  and  was  empowered 
to  order  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  jdaintiff  or  defendant,  as  he 
should  think  proper;  with  liberty  also  to  state  facts  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court. 

The  ar])itrator  made  his  award,  directing  a  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant ;  and  he  stated  facts,  which,  so  far  as  they  are 
material  to  this  report,  were  as  follows  :  — 

The  dean  and  chapter  of  Canterbury,  being  seized  in  fee  of  the 
manor  of  Walworth,  by  indenture,  dated  29th  June,  1771,  between 
them  and  one  Henry  Penton,  duly  executed,  demised  the  said  manor, 
which  included,  with  other  property,  the  property  in  question  in 
this  cause,  to  the  said  H.  Penton  for  twenty-one  years  from  the 
Nativity  of  Saint  Jolm  the  Baptist  then  last  past. 
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In  1774  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed;^  whereby, 
*  after  reciting  the  lease  of  29th  June,  1771,  it  was  [*999] 
enacted,  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for 
the  said  dean  and  chapter  and  their  successors,  and  the  said  Henry 
Penton,  his  executors,  administTators  and  assigns,  jointly,  and 
they  severally  and  respectively  were  thereby  fully  empowered  and 
authorized,  notwithstanding  any  statute,  &c. ,  from  time  to  time, 
by  indenture  duly  executed  under  the  seal  of  the  said  dean  and 
chapter,  and  also  under  the  hand  and  seal  and  hands  and  seals  of 
the  said  H.  Penton,  his  executors,  &c. ,  to  make  any  demise  or 
lease,  demises  or  leases,  of  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  several 
tenements,  lands  and  premises  to  the  said  H.  Penton  demised,  and 
described  in  the  recited  indenture  of  lease,  also  of  all  ways, 
waters,  &c. ,  easements,  &c. ,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  thereto 
belonging  &c. ,  for  any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding 
ninety -nine  years,  to  take  effect  in  possession  and  not  in  reversion 
or  remainder  or  by  way  of  future  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing any  new  buildings,  erections  or  improvements  on  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  respectively,  at  the  best  and  most  improved  yearly 
rent,  &c. ,  without  taking  any  fine,  premium,  &c. ,  and  so  as  the 
rents  or  rent  were  reserved  and  made  payable  quarterly,  &c. ,  and 
that  one  moiety  of  the  rent  or  rents  to  be  reserved  in  respect  of  the 
premises  so  demised  to  the  said  H.  Penton,  &c. ,  were  made  pay- 
able to  the  said  dean  and  chapter  and  their  successors,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  the  said  H.  Penton,  his  executors,  admin- 
istrators *and  assigns  (except  that  a  peppercorn  only  was  [*1000] 
to  be  reserved  for  the  first  two  years  of  the  term  to  be 
granted) :  and  so  as  that  every  such  lease  were  under  the  following 
restrictions,  —  viz.,  that  no  such  demise  or  lease  should  be  valid 
in  the  law,  unless  there  should  be  therein  contained  a  condition  of 
re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent,  and  unless  the  lessee  or  lessees 
executed  a  counterpart  or  counterparts  of  his,  her  or  their  respec- 
tive lease  or  leases,  and  thereby  covenanted  for  the  payment  of 
the  rent  or  rents  to  be  thereby  respectively  reserved,  and  to  build 
and  keep  in  repair  the  messuages  and  buildings  intended  and  agreed 
to  be  built  by  such  leases  respectively  :  and  so  as  there  were  con- 
tained in  such  leases  respectively  all  such  conditions,  covenants, 

^  14  G.  III.  c.  43,  private :  "  For  enabling  to  grant  building  leases,  pursuant  to  two 
the  dean  and  chapter  of  Canterbury,  Henry  several  agreements  entered  into  for  that 
Penton,  Esquire,  and  Thomas   Brandon,     jmrpose." 
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&c. ,    on  the  part  of  the  lessee   or  lessees,    and    their   respective 
executors,  &c. ,  as  were  or  should  be  proper  in  such  cases. 

By  indenture  of  27th  June,  1778,  the  premises  demised  to  H- 
Pentou  by  the  lease  of  29th  June,  1771,  were,  on  his  surrender, 
redemised  by  the  dean  and  chapter  to  him  for  twenty -one  years 
from  the  24th  June,    1778. 

By  indenture  dated  8tli  June,  1779,  H.  Penton  demised  to 
Thomas  Clutton  certain  }iarts  of  the  manor  of  Walworth,  which 
the  said  H.  Penton  held  as  aforesaid  by  the  la.st  mentioned  lease 
from  the  dean  and  chapter,  including  the  property  in  question  in 
this  cause,  for  twenty-one  years  from  Michaelmas,  1778,  with 
covenant  to  renew  such  lease  from  time  to  time  as  and  when  his, 
Penton' s,  lease  from  the  dean  and  chapter  was  renewed,  for  a  term 
of  sixty-one  years  from    Michaelmas,   1778. 

By    indenture    dated   25th  June,   1785,    the   premises 

[*1001]  *  demised  to  H.    Penton  by  the  said  indentures  of  29th 

June,  1771,  and  27th  June,  1778,  were,  on  his  surrender, 

redemised  by  the  dean  and  chapter  to  him  for  twenty-one  years 

from  midsummer,    1785. 

In  supposed  pursuance  of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  said  Act 
of  Parliament  passed  in  1774,  and  with  intent  to  exercise  the 
same,  by  an  indenture  dated  26th  June,  1786,  duly  executed 
under  the  seal  of  the  dean  and  chapter,  and  also  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  H.  Penton,  and  made  between  the  dean  and  chapter 
and  H.  Penton  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Clutton  of  the  other 
part,  the  said  T.  Clutton  having  prior  thereto  surrendered  his 
interest  in  the  premises  by  the  indenture  of  8th  J^une,  1779,  de- 
mised, as  to  such  part  thereof  as  was  intended  to  be  demised  by 
the  now  stating  indenture  ;  after  reciting  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment ;  It  was  witnessed,  that,  by  virtue,  and  in  pursuance  of  tlie 
powers  and  authorities  given  to  and  vested  in  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  in  and  l)y  the  recited  Act,  and  for  and  in  consideration  of 
the  rents  and  covenants  thereinafter  reserved  and  contained  on  tlie 
part  of  T.  Clutton,  &c. ,  and  of  the  costs,  &c. ,  that  he  had  been  at, 
laid  out  and  expended,  and  would  be  at,  lay  out  and  expend,  in 
the  erecting  and  building  of  several  brick  messuages  or  tenements 
on  the  land  thereinafter  mentioned,  they  the  said  dean  and  chapter 
and  H.  Penton,  and  each  of  them,  demised,  granted,  and  to  farm 
let  unto  the  said  T.  Clutton  all  the  piece  or  parcel  of  land  therein 
particularly  mentioned,  parcel  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  manor  of 
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Walworth,  together  with  all  such  messuages  or  tenements  as  were 
then  erecting  and  building,  or  .should  at  any  time  during  the  now 
stating  demise  be  erected  and  built,  on  the  said  piece  or 
parcel  *of  land  or  any  part  thereof;  hahviuluvi  to  the  said  [*100l'] 
T.  C'lutton,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  from 
the  feast  of  St.  Michael,  then  next  ensuing,  for  and  during  and 
unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  ninety -nine  years ;  yielding  and  pay- 
ing, &c. ,  yearly,  during  the  first  two  years,  to  the  dean  and 
chapter  and  H.  Pen  ton  one  peppercorn,  and  also  yielding  and 
paying  yearly,  during  the  remaining  ninety-seven  years,  to  the 
dean  and  chapter  and  their  successors  the  yearly  rent  of  £12  lO.s. , 
and  to  H.  Penton,  his  executors,  &c. ,  the  like  yearly  rent  of  £12 
10>.  ;  both  rents  to  be  paid  quarterly,  as  therein  mentioned.  The 
last  mentioned  lease  contains  a  condition  of  re-entry  on  non- 
payment of  the  rents  thereby  reserved;  and  the  lessee  duly 
executed  two  counterparts  thereof,  and  thereby  covenanted  with 
the  dean  and  chapter  and  H.  Penton  severally,  and  to  and  with 
their  several  and  respective  successors,  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  for  payment  of  the  rents  thereby  reserved,  and  to 
keep  in  repair  the  said  messuages,  or  tenements,  and  the  buildings 
then  erecting  and  building,  or  to  be  erected  and  built,  upon  thi; 
said  piece  or  parcel  of  ground.  He  further  covenanted  to  pay  all 
taxes,  &c. ,  and  to  deliver  up  the  premises,  so  kept  in  repair  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  dean  and  chapter  and  H.  Penton  and  their 
successors,  &c. ,  at  the  end,  &c. ,  of  the  term,  with  all  fixtin^es,  &c. 
He  also  covenanted  that  it  should  be  lawful,  &c.  (for  tJie  landlords 
from  time  to  time  to  enter  to  view  the  state  of  repairs,  &c. );  that 
he,  his  executors,  &c. ,  would  repair  on  notice;  and  that  he  would 
not  carry  on  certain  trades,  &c.  And  the  lessors  covenanted  for 
quiet  enjoyment,  by  the  lessee,  &c. ,  on  payment  of  the  rents  and 
performance  of  the  covenants. 

In  this  last  mentioned  lease  there  was   not,   nor  was 
*  there  in  the  counterpart  thereof,  any  covenant  on  the  [*  1003] 
part  of  the  lessee  to  build  on  the  premises  thereljy  in- 
tended to  be  demised.  • 

The  premises  so  demised  by  the  last  mentioned  indenture  were 
part  of  the  said  manor  of  Walworth,  and  comprehend  the  premises 
sought  to  be  recovered  by  this  ejectment.  By  virtue  of  this  last 
demise,  T.  Glutton  entered  and  built  upon  the  premises  so  demised 
to  him ;  and  he  and  his  assigns  and  undertenants  have,  from  the 
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time  of  the  making  of  the  last-mentioned  indenture,  hitherto  con- 
stantly been  in  possession  and  occupation  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion in  this  cause ;  and  he  and  his  assigns  have  constantly  paid  the 
rent  or  sum  of  £12  10s.,  thereby  reserved,  to  the  said  dean  and 
chapter,  which  has  been  from  time  to  time  divided  amongst  the 
said  dean  and  chapter  in  the  proportions  in  which  they  were  re- 
spectively entitled  to  the  same ;  and  T.  Glutton  and  his  assigns  in 
like  manner  constantly  paid  to  the  said  H.  Penton  the  rent  or  sura 
of  £12  10s.  reserved  to  him  by  the  last-mentioned  lease,  until 
1801,  when  H.  Penton  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  said  annual 
sum  of  £12  10s.  to  one  George  Hart,  to  whom  or  to  whose  repre- 
sentatives the  same  has  hitherto,  since  1801,  been  paid  by  T. 
Glutton  or  his  assigns. 

The  defendant,  by  various  assignments  duly  made,  is  now 
assignee  of  the  lease  and  term  made  by  the  dean  and  chapter 
and  Penton  to  Glutton,  as  to  a  portion  of  the  premises  thereby 
granted,  including  the  premises  in  question.  The  said  H.  Penton, 
by  indenture,  dated  25th  December,  1788,  duly  assigned  to  Samuel 
Brandon  and  Thomas  Brandon  all  the  premises  demised  to  him 
by    the    dean    and   chapter    by    the    said   indenture    of    lease    of 

25th  June,  1785,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  thereby 
[*  1004]  *  granted,   except  {inter  alia)  the  premises  comprised  in 

the  indenture  of  the  26th  June,  1786,  between  the  dean 
and  chapter  and  H.  Penton  and  T.  Glutton. 

The  award  went  on  to  state  that,  by  indenture  of  28th  Novem- 
ber, 1789,  stated  to  be  made  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of 
the  lease  of  25th  June,  1785,  the  dean  and  chapter  demised  the 
manor  of  Walworth  (l)y  the  same  description  as  in  the  lease  of 
1771)  to  Samuel  Brandon  and  Thomas  Brandon,  for  seventeen  years 
from  midsummer,  1789.  And  that,  by  indenture  of  November  11, 
1805,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  the  Tease  of  November, 
28,  1789,  therein  stated  to  be  thereby  surrendered  by  Samuel 
and  Richard  P.randon  and  John  Garter,  the  said  manor  was,  by 
the  said  original  description,  demised  by  the  dean  and  chapter  to 
S.  and  R.  Brandon  and  Garter  for  fifteen  years  from  midsummer, 
1805. 

All  the  leases  hereinbefore  and  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have 
been  granted  by  the  dean  and  cliapter  of  the  Walworth  manor 
estate  contain  an  exception  in  favour  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of 
all  rents  of  assize  belonging  to  the  said  manor,  and  the  rents  and 
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other  small  farms  before  the  granting  of  such  several  leases  letten 
to  divers  persons.  The  lease  of  lllh  November,  1805,  contained 
a  further  exception  in  the  words  following :  "  And  also  except  and 
reserved,  out  of  this  present  demise,  unto  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  and  their  successors,  all  such  rents  and  sums  of  money 
and  other  right  and  interest,  benefit  and  advantage,  which  hath 
l)een  or  are  or  shall  be  reserved  to  them  in  and  by  any  building 
leases  for  long  terms  of  years  of  any  part  of  the  several  lands  and 
hereditaments  hereby  demised,  heretofore  granted  by  them 
in  conjunction  with  the  *  said  H.  Penton,  or  in  coujunc-  [*  1005] 
tion  with  the  said  S.  Brandon  and  the  said  T.  Brandon, 
deceased,  or  in  conjunction  with  the  said  S.  Brandon  and  the 
trustees  under  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  T.  Brandon, 
or  which  have  been  or  shall  be  hereafter  granted  by  them,  the  said 
dean  and  chapter,  in  conjunction  with  the  said  S.  Brandon  and  the 
trustees  under  the  will  of  the  said  T.  Brandon  deceased,  their 
respective  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  or  otlier  the 
tenants  or  lessees  of  the  said  dean  and  chapter  for  the  time  being 
of  the  said  estate  in  Walworth  aforesaid. "  All  the  demises  made 
subsequently  to  that  of  1805  contain  a  similar  exception  to  that 
ro!itained  in  the  last-mentioned  lease,  and  were  made,  as  well  as 
the  said  last-mentioned  lease,  to  the  respective  lessees  therein 
named,  to  hold  except  as  before  excepted,  and  subject  to  the 
building  leases  so  thereof  granted  or  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid. 
The  award  then  stated  that  the  lease  of  November  11,  1805, 
had  been  renewed,  on  days  named,  in  1806,  1813,  1826,  1827, 
1828  and  1834,  the  manor  being  described  in  all  the  leases  by  the 
same  description  as  in  the  lease  of  1771,  and  the  aforesaid  excep- 
tions being  contained  in  all ;  that  the  term  of  twenty -one  years 
granted  by  the  last  renewal,  which  would  expire  at  Midsummer, 
1855,  is  now  vested  in  Charles  Pettingal  and  four  others;^  that 
the  rents  reserved  by  the  leases  to  Penton  and  .his  assigns  were 
duly  paid  as  they  became  due ;  that  possession  had  been  demanded 
before  the  date  of  the  demises  laid  in  the  declaration :  And  that, 
since  the  granting  of  the  lease  of  June  26,  1786,  there  have 
been  deans  appointed  at  the  dates  following:  22nd 
*June,  1790,  26th  January,  1793,  6th  May,  1797,  [*  1006] 
24th  November,  1809,  22nd  June,  1825,  15th  Septem- 
ber,   1827. 

^  On  whose  demise,  among  others,  the  plaintiff  claimed.     See  p.  365,  note,  post. 
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The  award  then  proceeded  as  follows  :  — 

"  If  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  lease  of  June  26,  1786, 
was  void  or  voidable,  and  has  been  avoided,  and  that  neither  that 
lease  nor  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid  have  given  the  defendant  i 
le*Tal  interest  in  the  premises,  subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  and  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is 
no  bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  plaintiif,^  then  I  award  and  direct 
that  the  verdict  continue  as  found  and  entered  at  the  trfal  of  thi.s 
cause,  except  that  it  be  found  and  entered  for  the  defendant  as  to 
all  the  counts  except  that  on  the  demise  of  the  said  Charles  Pet- 
tingal,  &c.  [the  above  mentioned  five  lessors  of  the  plaintiff];, 
otherwise  to  be  entered  up  for  the  defendant  as  I  have  above 
awarded. " 

The    case,    having   been    set   down  in  the  special  paper,   was 
argued  in  this  vacation.  ^ 

Gurney,  for  the  plaintiff".  First,  the  lease  of  26th  June,  1786, 
was  void,  as  contravening  stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  10,  concerning 
ecclesiastical  leases,  and  not  conforming  to  the  power  contained 
in  the  local  Act,  which  required  a  covenant  to  build.  Or,  if 
not  absolutely  void,  it  was  good  only  during  the  life  of  the  dean 
under  whom  it  was  granted.  That  it  would  enure  even  for 
that  time  might  be  questioned,  according  to  Morrice- 
[*  1007]  *v.  Antrohus,  Hardr.  325,  and  some  other  early  au- 
thorities, but  seems  established  by  Co.  Litt.  45  a.,  lioe 
dem.  Earl  of  BerMey  v.  ArcliUsliop  of  York,  6  J^ast,  86,  103 ; 
2  Smith,  166;  8  E.  R.  413,  Lincoln  College's  Case,  3  Co.  Eep.  5S 
b.  60  a.,  and  The  Bishop  of  Saiisburi/'s  Case,  10  Co.  Eep.  58  b. 
60  b.  Clearly,  how^ever  it  could  not  continue  longer  than  the 
life  of  the  dean  under  wliom  it  was  first  made;  nor,  after  that 
time,  could  receipts  of  rent  by  the  chapter  under  a  succeeding 
dean  give  such  lease  a  new  validity;  Bichnan  v.  Garth,  Cro. 
Jac.  173;  Com.  Dig.  Estates,  (G  5),  last  placitum  but  one.  The 
law,  in  this  respect,  is  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  leases  by  tenant 
for  life.  Boe  dem.  Jordan  v.  Ward,  1  H.  Bl.  97;  2  E.  E.  728; 
Doe,  lessee  of  Si7npson  v.  Butcher,  1  Doug.  50 ;  Goodright,  lessee  of 
Wynne  v.   Humphry s,  1  Doug.  52,  note  (14);  Doe  dem.  Bolter  v. 

1  There  was  some  discussion  on  this  point         ^  Novemher  27th.     Before  Lord  Dkn- 

in  the  argnmont  upon  the  award  ;  hut  no  man,  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Colekidge,  and? 

notice  was  taken  of  it  in  the  jndfjmeut  of  Wightman,  JJ. 
the  Court.     See  page  363,  note, /J0i<. 


ai.  C.  VOL.  VII.]       SECT.  III.  —  CONTRACTS    AND    PROPERTY.  361 

No.  12.  —  Doe  d.  Pennington  v.  Taniere,  12  Q.  B.  (Ad.  &,  El.  N.  S.)  1007,  1008. 

Archer,    1    Bos.    &   P.    531;   Boives  v.    East  London    Waterworks 
•Compani/,   Jacob,    324. 

He  likewise  argued  that,  as  the  lease  of  1786  was  clearly  in- 
tended to  take  effect  under  the  power,  it  could  not  be  made  by 
construction  to  pass  an  interest  not  according  to  the  power; 
citing  Eoe  dem.  Earl  of  Berkeley  v.  Arclibishoi)  of  York,  6  East, 
103-106;  8  E.  R  417-420,  and  Colt  &  Glover  v.  Bishop  of 
Coventry  and  Lichfield,  Hob.  140,  159,  160,  5th  ed.  (Peacock, 
■t'oiitrh,  referred  to  1  Sugd.  Powers,  423,  7th  ed. ,  c.  6,  s.  8,  §19; 
cand  Coleridge,  J.,  mentioned  Doe  dem.  Daniel  v.  A'ez'r,  4  Man.  & 
Ey.  101.)  Guruey  also  contended  that,  if  any  of  the  payments  of 
lent  after  the  death  of  the  first  dean  could  be  supposed 
to  establish  a  new  demise,  it  must  be  *  a  lease  in  rever-  [*  1008] 
fiion,  inasmuch  as  there  were  valid  leases  of  the  manor 
■subsisting  at  the  time  of  those  payments  ;  but  the  dean  and  chapter 
'Could  not,  under  their  power,  lease  in  reversion.  (These  points 
vare  not  further  noticed,  the  judgment  not  having  turned  upon 
them. ) 

But,  assuming  these  arguments  to  be  correct,  it  will  be  con- 
tended that,  at  all  events,  the  defendant's  payment  of  rent,  and 
the  acceptance  of  such  rent  by  the  dean  and  chapter,  created  a 
;good  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  which  could  be  determined  only 
l)y  notice  to  quit;  and  no  notice  has  been  given.  In  an  ordinary 
-case,  perhaps,  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  might  be  presumed 
under  such  circumstances  ;  but  it  cannot  where  a  corporation  is  the 
landlord.  The  general  rule  is  that  aggregate  corporations  can 
Tegularly  do  no  act  without  writing  under  seal ;  2  Bac.  Abr.  265 
<7th  ed. )  tit.  Corporations  (E)  3;  Com.  Dig.  Franchises  (F  13). 
Exceptions  have  been  allowed  in  cases  of  trading  corporations,  and 
for  the  transacting  of  small  matters;  but  the  principle  is  adhered 
to;  and  in  Cary  v.  Matthews,  1  Salk.  191,  where  it  is  said  that 
"  a  corporation  aggregate  may  appoint  a  bailiff  to  distrain  without 
"tleed  or  warrant,  as  well  as  a  cook  or  butler, "  the  reason  given  is, 
that  "  it  neither  vests  nor  divests  any  sort  of  interest  in  or  out  of 
the  corporation. "  In  jlffiyor  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  W. 
<-^15,  823;  10  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ex."  75 ;  6  E.  C.  308,  314,  Eolfe,  B., 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  pointed  out 
that  the  rule  requiring  the  contracts  of  corporations  aggregate  to 
lie  under  seal  was  not  merely  technical,  but  founded  on  reasons 
Avhich  could  not  be  generally  set  aside  without  great  inconvenience. 
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In  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  Church  v.  I'he  Im- 
[*1009]  perial*Gas  Lvjht  and  CoU  Coinpany,  6  Ad.  &  El.  846, 

861;  7  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  118,  the  principle  of  excep- 
tion is  said  to  be  "  convenience  amounting  almost  to  necessity. " 
As  to  interests  in  land,  almost  all  the  authorities  agree  that  an 
aggregate  corporation  cannot  receive  or  grant  them  without  seal ; 
to  this  effect  are  Co.  Litt.  94  b. ,  Bcllarmjs  Case,  6  Co.  Eep.  38  a. 
38  b. ,  and  Com.  Dig.  Franchises  (F  13),  (where  it  is  said  that, 
without  deed,  such  corporation  "  cannot  make  a  feoffment,  or 
demise,  or  give  a  license").  It  has  been  held  that  a  corporation 
aggregate  might  recover  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation ; 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Rochester  v.  Pierce,  1  Camp.  466,  Southtvark 
Bridge  Company  v.  Sills,  2  Car.  &  P.  371 ;  but  the  reason  expressly 
given  in  each  case  was  that  the  action  was  not  grounded  upon  a 
demise ;  and  it  was  observed  in  both  instances  that,  if  a  demise 
were  relied  upon,  a  deed  would  have  been  necessary.  [Wight- 
man,  J. ,  mentioned  The  Mayor  of  Stafford  v.  Till,  4  Bing.  75 ;  & 
L.  J.  C.  P.  77.]  The  only  case  in  which  a  supposition  appears 
that  there  might  be  a  corporation  lease  not  under  the  common  seal 
is  Wood  v.  Tate,  2  Bos.  &  P.  (N.  S.)  247;  9  E.  E.  645;  but 
there  the  general  question  was  not  argued ;  nor  were  the  old 
authorities  referred  to.  The  doctrine  of  the  earlier  cases  is 
supported  by  modern  ones  (with  the  exception  of  some  relating 
to  corporations  for  trading  purposes),  in  which  corporations  aggre- 
gate have  been  defendants.  Gibson  v.  East  ladUi  Company,  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  262;  8  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  C.  P.  193;  Arnold  v.  The  Mayor 
of  Poole,  4  Man.  &  G.  860 ;  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  97 ;  Paine  v.  Strand 
Union,  8  Q.  B.  326;  15  L.  J.  M.  C.  89.  The  authorities  on  the 
subject  are  very  fully  discussed  in  The  Fishmongers'  Company  v. 

Robertson,  5  Man.  &  G.  131 ;  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  185.  The 
[*1010]   tenancy  in  question  therefore,   at  the   time  *  when  this 

action  was  brought,  was  only  a  tenancy  at  will,  according 
to  the  doctrine  stated  in  Woodf.  Land,  and  Ten.  170,  171,  (ed.  6) 
book  1,  c.  5,  s.  3  :  "  If  a  man  enter  under  a  void  lease,  and  pay 
rent,  he  is  not  a  disseisor,  but  a  tenant  at  will ;  "  and  that  tenancy 
has  been  determined  by  demand  of  possession. 

Peacock,  contra.  Although  the  lease  of  1786  to  Clutton  was 
not  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  power  or  with  the  statute  as 
to  ecclesiastical  leases,  it  was  not  void,  but  voidable  only.  On 
this  point  he  cited  4  Bac.   Abr.  674  et  seq.  (7th  ed. ),  tit.   Leases 
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and  Terms  for  Years  (E) ;  and  he  observed  that  ecclesiastical 
leases  are  void  or  voidable  after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  accord- 
ing to  the  subject-matter;  void,  if  the  thing  leased  lies  merely 
in  grant  or  prender,  but,  if  it  lie  in  livery,  voidable  only,  and 
contirmable  by  acceptance  of  rent.  4  Bac.  Aljr.  761  ct  seq.,  tit. 
Leases  and  Terms  for  Years  (H),  1,2;  1  Shepp.  Touchst.  283, 
4,  c.  14.  And  he  urged  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  lease  was  good 
against  the  dean  and  chapter  who  made  it,  and  good  also  against 
their  successors,  in  whose  times  it  had  been  confirmed  by  receipt, 
and  distribution  among  them,  of  the  rents,  and  by  the  acts  of 
successive  deans  (including  the  party  who  was  dean  when  this 
action  was  brought),  in  granting  leases  of  the  Walworth  manor 
estate,  expressly  subject  to  building  leases,  of  w^hich  that  in 
question  was  one ;  and  that  this  last  was  a  confirmation  by 
deed. 

But,  further,  the  dean  and  chapter,  by  allowing  the  occupiers 
to  build  upon  the  land  in  the  character  of  lessees,  and  by 
acceptance  of  rent  from  them  in  the  same  character 
also,  had  estopped  themselves  from  *  saying  that  there  [*1011] 
was  no  demise,  according  to  the  principle  of  Pickard  v. 
Sears,  6  A.  &  E.  469,  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  A.  &  E.  90,  and  Coles 
v.  The  Bank  of  England,  10  A.  &  E.  437;  9  L.  J.  (N.  S.  )  il  15. 
36.  The  award  states  that  the  dean  and  chapter  have  received 
rent,  and  does  not  treat  the  payments  as  mere  compensation  for  a 
permissive  occupation.  Eent  implies  a  demise;  and  it  must  be 
presumed  tlierefore  that  everything  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
demise  had  been  done.  In  Bevcrleg  v.  Lincoln  Gas  lyight  and  Coke 
Company,  6  A.  &  E.  829,  840,  Patteson,  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  said :  "  Call  it  by  whatever  name  we  please,  permis- 
sion or  demise,  it  clearly  binds  the  corporation ;  the  party  occupy- 
ing and  paying  rent  under  it  acquires  rights  from  the  corporation, 
becomes  their  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  can  be  ejected  oidy  by 
the  same  means  as  would  be  available  for  an  individual  landlord  ;  " 
and  a  distinction  is  there  recognised  between  executed  and  executory 
contracts  for  the  occupation  of  land.  ^ 

Gurney  replied.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

^  Peacock   contended   that,  unless  the  the  action,  as  there  had  hcen  no  posspssion 

payments   to  the  dean  and  chapter  had  in  the  dean   and   chapter  within   twenty 

been  accepted  as  rent  due  upon  a  demise,  years  unless  by  the  receipt  of  rent.      On 

the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  a  bar  to  this    point   the    Court   gave   no   opinion. 
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[*1012]       *LoKD  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  judgment. 

A  great  many  points  were  made  upon  the  argument  in 
tlii.s  case;  but,  in  the  result,  the  question  upon  which  the  entry 
of  the  verdict  depends  was,  whether  the  dean  and  chapter  of 
Canterbury  had  by  receipt  of  rent  adopted  and  confirmed,  as 
against  themselves,  the  lease  of  1786,  or  created  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  which  was  not  determined  when  the  ejectment  was 
brought.  The  facts  which  raise  the  only  question  necessary  for 
us  to  determine  are  very  short. 

In  1786,  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Canterbury  (acting,  as  they 
supposed,  under  the  authority  of  a  private  Act  of  Parliament), 
together  with  Henry  Penton,  granted  a  lease  of  premises,  includ- 
ing those  in  question,  for  ninety-nine  years,  reserving  a  rent  to 
the  dean  and  chapter,  and  another  rent  to  Henry  Peuton. 

These  rents  have  been  regularly  paid  down  to  the  time  of  the 
proceedings  in  question,  and  have  been  received  by  the  lessors 
and  their  successors,  including  the  present  dean  and  chapter.  It 
was  agreed  upon  the  argument  that  the  power  to  grant 
[*101o]  leases  had  not  been  *  pursued,  and  that  the  lease  of  1786 
was  certainly  voidable,  if  not  void.  The  lessors  of  the 
]ijaintiff  contended  that  it  was  absolutely  void  ;  and  tlie  defendants 
tliat  it  was  voidable  only  by  each  successive  dean  and  chapter, 
l)ut  that  it  was  capable  of  confirmation  by  them  in  succession  by 
payment  and  acceptance  of  rent  under  it;  and  that,  at  all  events. 

Peacock  referred  to  an  unreported   case  the  action  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of 

of  Doe  clem.  Pennlnr^ton  v.  Bai-rell  i'^- Ati-  Limitations.      He  observed:  "This  eject- 

othei-,  wiiere  the  same  lease  came  in  ques-  nient  is  l)rouglit  witliout  notice  to  quit  or  a 

tion  which  was  under  dispute  in  tiie  case  demand  of  |)osses.>iion,  upon  tlie  ground  that 

al)ove  reported.     Tlie  cause  was  tried  be-  the  present  possession  of  the  defendants  is 

fore  TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  at  tlie  Guildford  Sum-  wrongful;  and,  if  it  is  wrongful  now,  it 

iner  assizes,   184.').      There  had  been  no  was  the  same  more  tiian  twenty  years  be- 

deniand  of  possession.      The  defendants  fore  the  action  was  commenced  ;  and  such 

had   a  verdict ;   and  a  rule  nisi  was  ob-  a  continuance  of  a  wrongful  possession  is 

tained,  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plain-  a  bar  to  this  action.     'J'liis  ditlicult}-  cannot 

tiff.     Cause  was  shown,  December  17tli,  I)e  removed  by  the  annual  payments  unless 

1  >*46,  before  Lord   Dexman,  C.  J.,  Cole-  the  plaintiff  admits  tliem  to  be  payments 

ninrac.  Wiohtmav,  and   Ehle,  .T.T.,  and  of  rent  due  under  a  term,  which  he  refuses 

t'lo  rule  was   discharged   in   Michaelmas  to  do,  because  the  existence  of  the  term  in 

vacation    (I)eceml)er    17th),   1846.      Lord  the   defendants,  wliich   has   not   been   de- 

Dex.max,   C.  J.,  who  delivered  the  judg-  termined,  would    defeat  the  action.     On 

ment  of  the  Court,  said  that  it  was  un-  the  second    point   he  claims  to  treat  the 

nece.s.sary  to  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  payments  as  acknowledgments  of  the  land- 

the  validity  of  the  lease  or  the  creation  of  lord'stitle,  without  admitting  them  toshow 

a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  because,  ac-  a  correlative  I'ight  in  the  tenant ;  but  this 

cording  to  the  evidence  before  the  Court,  he  cannot  do." 


R.  C.  VOL.  VII.]       SECT.  III.  —  CONTRACTS    .\ND   PROPERTY.  365 

No.  12. —  Doe  d.  Pennington  v.  Taniere,  12  Q.  B.  (Ad.  &/  El.  N.  S.)  1013,  1014. 

if  actually  void,  the  acceptance  of  rent  created  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  determinable  only  by  notice  to  quit.  With  respect 
to  the  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  con- 
tended that,  in  order  to  establish  such  a  tenancy,  a  demise  by  the 
dean  and  chapter  by  deed  must  be  shown. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  give  any  positive  opinion  as  to  the 
lease  of  1786  being  voidable  only  or  absolutely  void;  because, 
even  if  absolutely  void,  as  contended  for  by  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  payment  and  receipt  of  rent  is  evidence,  we  think, 
against  the  dean  and  chapter,  of  a  demise  by  them  from  year  to 
year ;  and  that  the  presumption  arising  from  such  payment  and 
acceptance  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  as  of  other 
persons. 

To  enforce  an  executory  contract  against  a  corporation  it  might 
be  necessary  to  show  that  it  was  by  deed ;  but,  where  the  corpora- 
tion have  acted  as  upon  an  executed  contract,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
against  them  that  everything  has  been  done  that  was  necessary  to 
make  it  a  binding  contract  upon  both  parties,  they  having  had  all 
the  advantage  they  would  have  had  if  the  C(jntract  had  been 
regularly  made.  This  is  by  no  means  inconsistent  with  the  rule 
that,  in  general,  a  corporation  can  only  contract  by  deed  ;  it  is 
merely  raising  a  presumption  against  them,  from  their 
acts,  that  they  have  *  contracted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  [*1014] 
be  binding  upon  them,  whether  by  deed  or  otherwise ; 
and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  decision  or  authority  against  this 
view  of  the  case. 

If  the  lease  of  1786  was  voidable  only,  it  is  clear  from  the 
authorities  cited  on  the  argument  that  it  was  set  up  by  each  suc- 
cessive dean  and  chapter  by  acceptance  of  the  rent.  If  we  under- 
stand right,  there  is  no  demise  by  the  dean  and  chapter  in  the 
declaration  in  this  case ;  ^  but  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  contend 
that  the  place  in  question  was  demised  to  them  by  leases  first  in 
1789,  then  in  1805,  and  so  on  ;  the  dean  and  chapter  not  being  at 
those  times  bound  by  any  lease  to  those  under  whom  the  defendant 

1  The  paper-books  consisterl  only  of  the  forfl.     .3.   By  Fleming  and  Hall.     4.    By 

award,  which  did  not  set  out  the  demises.  Charles  Pettingal,  and  by  Wetherell,  Strnt- 

The  reporters    have  ascertained  that  the  ford,  Fleming,  and  Hall.     5.  By  the  Dean 

demises  were  :   1.  By  William  Pennington,  and  Chapter  of  Canterbury.     Taniere  ap- 

Thomas  Wetherell,  William  Samuel  Strat-  peared  and  defended  for  a  part  of  the  prem- 

ford,  Thomas  Fleming,  and  Stephen  Hall,  ises ;    Barrell    and  Another  (see   p.  36.3, 

2.  By  Pennington,  Wetherell,  and  Strat-  note,  ante),  for  the  residue. 
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claims,  by  reason  of  the  void  or  voidable  nature  of  the  lease  of 
1786,  But  those  leases  under  which  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
claim  were  all  made  "  subject  to  the  building  leases  so  tliereof 
granted;  "  therefore  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  can  be  in  no  better 
condition  than  the  dean  and  chapter  would  be,  supposing  the 
action  of  ejectment  to  have  been  brought  on  their  demise. 

"We  therefore  upon  the  whole  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
verdict  in  this  case  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  to  he  entered  for  defendant. 


ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  distinction  between  executory  and  executed  contracts  underlies 
the  whole  of  the  law  of  contractual  obligation.  As  an  example  outside 
the  subject-matter  of  tlii.s  note,  may  be  cited  Valentini  v,  Canali 
(1889),  24  Q,  B.  D.  IGG,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  74,  61  L.  T.  731,  38  W.  R. 
331  (referred  to  in  the  Notes  to  No.  4  of  ''Contract,"  6  R.  C.  52), 
There  the  plaintiff,  an  infant,  agreed  witli  the  defendant  to  become 
the  tenant  of  a  house,  and  to  paj'  a  certain  sum  for  the  furniture 
therein.  The  plaintiff  had  paid  a  sum  on  account,  and  given  a  prom- 
issorv  note  for  tlie  remainder,  and  had  occupied  the  house  and  used 
the  furniture,  Tlie  plaintiff  claimed  a  declaration  that  the  contract 
was  void,  and  a  return  of  the  money  paid.  In  support  of  this  claim 
reliance  was  placed  upon  section  1  of  the  Infants  Relief  Act  1874, 
(37  &  38  Vict.  c.  62),  which  provides,  "All  contracts,  whether  by 
specialty  or  by  simple  contract,  henceforth  entered  into  by  infants  for 
.  .  .  goods  supplied  or  to  be  supplied  (other  than  contracts  for  neces- 
saries) ,  .  ,  shall  be  absolutely  void."  It  was  held  that,  althougli 
the  promissory  note  must  be  given  up,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
the  money  paid  as  he  had  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  house  and  furniture. 

F'mlay  v.  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company  (1852),  7  Ex.  409, 
21  L.  J.  Ex.  117,  is  the  converse  of  the  principal  case.  Tlie  defendant 
company,  through  their  solicitor,  hired  rooms  from  the  16th  December, 
1848,  when  they  vacated  the  premises,  and  left  the  keys  in  the  doors, 
but  gave  no  notice  to  quit.  The  case  was  outside  the  statutory  powers 
enabling  the  directors  to  make  par<d  contracts.  It  was  held  that  pos- 
session beyond  the  16th  December,  1847,  did  not  make  the  corpora- 
tion tenant^  from  year  to  year,  but  that  the  company  were  only  liable 
for  use  and  occupation,  for  the  period  during  which  they  liad  had  actual 
possession,  and  that  they  were  not  liable  for  rent  beyond  the  16th  of 
December,  1848. 

The  rule  in  the  principal  case  was  recognised  and  applied  in  Aus- 
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tralicm,  &c.  Naclgation   Comjiamj  v.  Murzetti  (1855),  11  Ex.  228,  24 
L.  J.  Ex.  273. 

Ill  Crook  V.  Corporation  of  Seaford  (L.  C.  1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  551, 
25  L.  T.  1,  19  W.  R.  938,  a  corporation  was,  on  the  ground  of  acqui- 
escence held  bound  by  an  agreement  not  under  seal;  and  specific  per- 
formance of  tlie  contract  was  decreed. 

In  Mayor  of  Kidderminster  v.  Hardwick  (1873),  L.  E,.,  9  Ex.  13,  43 
L.  J.  Ex.  9,  29  L.  T.  612,  22  W.  R.  160,  the  corporation  had  put  up 
•certain  tolls  for  sale  by  auction.  The  defendant  was  the  highest 
bidder,  and  was  declared  to  be  the  purchaser.  He  signed  an  agree- 
ment, and  paid  a  month's  rent  in  advance,  as  stipulated  by  the  condi- 
tions. On  the  4th  August  the  defendant  wrote  stating  that  he  could 
not  complete;  and  on  the  7th  August,  the  plaintiffs,  by  a  resolution, 
which  was  entered  on  the  minutes  under  seal,  adopted  the  report  of 
a  committee,  that  the  tolls  had  been  sold  to  the  defendant  at  a  rent  of 
£350,  and  that  he  had  paid  a  deposit.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendant.  The  distinction 
between  these  two  cases  is  that  there  was  a  part  performance  in  Crook 
V.  Corporation  of  Seaford,  and  none  in  the  Kidderminster  Case,  for 
Hardwick  never  took  possession  or  exercised  rights  of  ownership. 

The  rule  was  again  discussed  in  Melbourne  Banking  Corporation  v. 
Brougham  (P.  C.  1879),  4  App.  Cas.  156,  51  L.  J.  P.  C.  Q>5,  46  L.  T. 
603,  30  W.  R.  925.  In  that  case  an  agreement  not  under  seal  provided 
that  an  equity  of  redemption  should  be  released  to  the  bank,  who  were 
the  mortgagees  of  an  estate,  and  that  in  consideration  of  the  release 
the  bank  should  not  prove  a  debt  against  an  insolvent  estate.  The 
release  was  duly  executed,  and  the  bank  accepted  the  position  by  not 
carrying  in  any  proof.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  this  release,  and  to 
have  certain  accounts  taken  against  the  bank  as  mortgagees,  it  ^vas 
argued  that  the  consideration  had  failed,  as  the  bank  could  repudiate 
the  agreement,  which  was  not  under  seal,  and  carry  in  a  proof.  This 
argument  was  rejected  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  who  pointed  out  in 
their  judgment,  that,  as  the  contract  had  been  executed,  a  Court  of 
Equity  would  have  held  the  bank  to  it. 

In  considering  the  question  of  ratification  the  rule  must  be  observed 
that  there  can  be  no  ratification  of  a  contract  which  is  of  such  a  character 
that  it  could  not  originally  have  been  entered  into  for  want  of  capacity. 
One  branch  of  the  rule  was  discussed  in  Ashhury,  &c.  Co.  v.  Biche,  2 
R.  C.  304.  The  cases  on  the  subject  of  ratification  by  a  corporation  of 
a  contract  entered  into  by  their  agent,  where  no  question  of  capacity 
to  contract  can  be  raised,  are  numerous  and  conflicting,  and  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  point  is  settled.  See  the  remarks  of  Lord  Blackburn" 
and  of  LiKDLET,  L.  J.,  in  Young  &  Co.  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Boyal  Lea- 
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minfjton  Spa  (H.  L.  1883,  C.  A.  1882),  8  App.  Cas.  517,  52  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  713,  49  L.  T.  1,  31  W.  R.  925;  8  Q.  B.  D.  579,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  392, 
46  L.  T.  555,  30  W.  E.  500. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the 
provisions  of  a  statute  requiring  a  seal  to  validate  a  contract  were 
obligatory.  The  Public  Health  Act  1875,  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  s. 
3  74  (1)  is  an  example  of  this,  and  enacts  that  ''ever}- contract  made  by 
an  urban  authority  whereof  the  value  or  amount  exceeds  £50  shall  be 
in  writing  and  sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  such  authority."  This 
has  been  held  to  extend  to  a  contract  struck  at  by  this  enactment, 
although  the  contract  was  entered  into  by  an  agent  duly  appointed 
under  a  common  seal,  and  the  authority  has  had  the  full  benefit  of 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract  in  its  behalf.  Young  &  Co.  v.  Mayor, 
&c.  of  Royal  Leaviington  Sjta  (H.  L.  1883),  8  App.  Cas.  517,  52 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  718,  49  L.  T.  1,  31  W.  R.  925. 

In  llelliss  V.  Shirley  Local  Board  (1885),  14  Q.  B.  D.  911,  54  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  403,  52  L.  T.  544,  a  question  arose  as  to  the  effect  of  a  sealing 
after  part  of  the  work  had  been  executed.  The  contract  was  one  which 
was  required  b}'  statute  to  be  made  under  seal,  by  reason  of  the  value 
or  amount  exceeding  £50.  Tlie  plaintiffs  had  performed  part  of  the 
work  exceeding  in  value  £50,  and  then  required  the  defendant  to  affix 
the  corporate  seal  to  the  contract.  This  was  done  b^'  the  defendants, 
who  believed  that  the  contract  was  beneficial  to  the  ratepaA'ers.  (^avk 
J.,  held  that  as  part  of  the  work  was  unperformed  when  the  seal  was 
affixed,  it  afforded  a  consideration  for  affixing  the  seal,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  able  to  make  a  good  contract  under  the  Public  Health 
Act  1875,  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  s.  174,  and  that  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  recover  the  whole  price.  In  the  Court  of  Appeal  this  de- 
cision was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  void  by  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875,  as  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  disqualified  from 
contracting  with  the  board,  he  being  their  surveyor:  see  16  Q.  B.  1). 
446,  55  L.  J.  Q.  B.  143,  53  L.  T.  810,  34  W.  E.  187. 

The  general  rule  that  a  corporation  can  only  contract  under  seal  is 
also  sul)ject  to  the  exception  noticed  in  Soiif/i  of  Ireland  Colliery 
Company  v.  Waddle,  No.  30  of  "Contract,"  6  E.  C.  315.  The  rule 
there  laid  down  was  applied  to  a  case  of  a  municipal  corporation,  which 
acted  as  dock  owner.  Welh  v.  Mayor,  &e.  of  Kinyston-ujnm-Hull 
(1875),  L.  E.,  10  C.  P.  402,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  257,  32  L.  T.  615,  23  W.  E. 
562  (referred  to  in  the  Notes  to  No.  30  of  ''Contract,"  6  E.  C.  324). 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

In  Moore  v.  Mayor,  §"c.,  78  New  York,  288 ;  29  Am,  Rep.  134,  it  appeared 
that  the  common  council  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of  its  general  powers. 
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passed  an  ordinance  directing  the  paving  of  a  certain  street,  but  in  violation 
of  the  charter  failed  to  give  notice  thereof  in  all  the  corporation  newspapers. 
A  contractor  duly  and  in  good  faith  performed  the  work.  In  an  action  on  the 
contract,  held  that  the  omission  to  publish  in  the  prescribed  manner  was  a 
mere  irregularity,  not  affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  common  council  to 
award  the  contract ;  and  the  contractor  having  acted  in  good  faith  and  re- 
liance on  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  the  city,  having  accepted  and 
received  the  benefit,  was  estopped  from  denying  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  that  respect.     The  Court  observed :  — 

"  It  would  be  a  hardship  if  one  who  has  entered  into  a  contract  upon  invita- 
tion with  a  board  competent  to  contract  for  work  authorized  by  an  ordinance 
regularly  passed  with  all  the  formalities  required  by  law  and  apparently  valid, 
and  without  any  patent  or  discernibly  latent  defect  in  any  manner  affect- 
ing :uS  regularity  or  validity,  had  in  good  faith  performed  his  contract  at 
great  cost,  and  whose  work,  having  been  accepted  by  the  city,  had  gone  into 
use  for  puljlic  purpo.ses,  should  be  held  to  have  forfeited  all  right  to  compen- 
sation upon  the  technical  ground  suggested.  The  public  and  all  dealing  with 
the  corporate  authorities  have  the  right  to  assume  that  an  ordinance  upon  a 
subject  of  ordinary  municipal  legislation,  passed  with  aU  the  forms  of  law, 
and  valid  so  far  as  the  journals  of  the  common  council  disclose,  is  a  valid  law, 
and  not  void  by  reason  of  some  latent  and  uiidiscoverable  defect,  unknown  to 
aU  save  to  the  common  council,  who  publish  the  ordinance  as  a  valid  law  of 
the  city,  and  invite  the  public  to  respect  it  and  act  upon  the  faith  of  it. 

"  Individuals  dealing  with  municipal  authorities  may,  without  incurring 
extra  hazard,  assume  that  acts  of  the  general  government  body  within  their 
general  powers,  which  are  published,  represented  and  held  out  as  valid,  wdth 
invitations  to  individuals  to  enter  into  engagements  and  expend  money  and 
labour  on  the  faith  of  them,  are  in  fact  as  represented,  and  to  deal  upon  the 
faith  of  such  assumption,  and  the  corporation,  having  received  the  fruits  of 
engagements  entered  into  on  the  faith  of  such  representations,  should  be 
estopped  from  alleging  a  mere  irregularity  to  avoid  them. 

'•  It  is  indispensable  to  any  government,  State  or  municipal,  that  full  faith 
and  credit  be  given  to  the  acts  of  the  governing  body,  aiid  that  individuals  having 
occasion  to  deal  with  agents  of  the  government  should  be  permitted  to  regard 
the  acts  of  the  government  valid,  in  the  alisence  of  any  apparent  defect,  either 
in  the  power  or  the  manner  of  its  exercise.  If  the  act  is  not  within  the  gen- 
eral powers  of  the  municipality  or  its  governing  body  the  case  would  be  dif- 
ferent, for  every  one  dealing  with  the  agents  of  the  municipality  is  bound  to 
know  the  limits  of  that  power.  It  is  not  allowable  however  for  a  municipal 
corporation  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  those  contracting  with  it  upon  the 
faith  of  its  laws  and  ordinances,  apparently  valid  and  represented  as  such,  by 
repudiating  them  upon  the  allegation  of  some  technical  and  formal  irregu- 
larity in  their  adoption,  an  omission  of  some  collateral  act,  some  formality 
prescribed  by  statute,  not  of  the  substance  of  the  power  or  jurisdictional  in 
its  character." 

"  We  have  authority  for  saying  that  defences  based  upon  mere  irregu- 
larities in  the  making  of  contracts  by  municipal  corporations,  or  non-compli- 
VOL.  VII.  — 24 
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aiice  with  preliminary  requirements  not  going  to  the  question  of  power,  are 
not  favoured  by  the  courts,  ^ven  in  respect  to  obligations  foreign  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation  and  extraordinary  in  their  nature,  the  power  to  in- 
cur which  must  be  strictly  piu'sued,  as  an  issue  of  bonds  in  aid  of  railroads 
and  kindred  objects.  Knox  County  v.  Aspinwall,  21  Howard  (U.  S.),  539; 
Moran  v.  Commissioners,  2  Black  (U.  S.),  722;  Bissell  v.  City  of  Jeffersonville, 
24  Howard  {U.  S.).  287;  Marsh  v.  Fulton  County.  10  Wallace  (U.  S.),  676. 

'•  The  unauthorized  acts  of  city  authorities,  —  that  is,  those  ultra  vires,  in  the 
sense  that  they  are  not  within  the  general  powers  conferred,  —  are  not  binding 
on  the  corporation,  and  corporations  are  not  estopped  by  acts  of  corporate  agents 
strictly  ultra  vires.  A  city  may  set  up  as  a  defence  its  own  want  of  power 
under  its  charter  or  contract,  but  in  favour  of  bond  fide  holders  of  its  negoti- 
able securities,  and  by  parity  of  reasoning  those  innocently  dealing  with  it, 
and  in  good  faith  parting  with  property  and  expending  money  for  its  benefit, 
it  may  be  estopped  to  avail  itself  of  ii-regularities  in  the  exei'cise  of  the  power 
conferred."     This  seems  to  be  a  leading  case  and  is  frequently  cited. 

The  Moore  case  was  cited  and  its  principle  applied  to  the  case  of  an  at- 
tempted amendment  of  the  record  of  a  town  meeting  vote,  in  Sawyer  v.  Man- 
chester, c\c.  R.  Co.,  62  New  Hampshire,  135;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  541. 

The  same  doctrine  was  applied  in  Seymour  v.  Sprinr/  Forest  Cem.  Assn.,  144 
New  York,  333 ;  26  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  859,  where  persons  sold  land  to 
the  company  and  took  its  bonds  in  payment.  The  Com-t  said  :  "  There  were 
some  alleged  technical  irregularities  in  the  issue  of  the  bonds.  These  repre- 
sented the  purchase  price  of  the  land  which  the  corporation  bought  and  kept, 
and  were  its  promise  to  pay,  which  it  could  not  justly  repudiate.  That  kind 
of  plunder  which  holds  on  to  the  property,  but  pleads  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires 
against  the  obligation  to  pay  for  it,  has  no  recognition  or  support  in  the  laws 
of  this  State.  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  BarUm,  63  N.  Y.  62,  20  Am.  Rep.  .504; 
Duncombv.  New  York,  H.  Sj-  N.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  199  ;  Woodruff  y.  Erie  R.  Co., 
93  X.  Y.  619.  That  no  formal  resolution  of  pm-chase  was  produced  from  the 
minutes  of  the  corporation  does  not  prove  that  there  was  none,  and  if  in  fact 
there  was  none,  because  .the  agreement  to  that  effect  preceded  by  a  day  or  two 
the  actual  filing  of  the  corporate  certificate,  at  least  the  corporation  ratified 
the  proposed  contract ;  for  it  accepted  the  deeds,  took  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, has  sold  it  in  burial  lots,  has  kept  it  and  its  proceeds  for  more  than  thirty 
years,  and  put  utterly  out  of  its  power,  by  its  own  acts,  any  possible  restora- 
tion.    It  nnist  therefore  pay,  or  its  possession  becomes  a  robbery." 

Mr.  IMorawetz's  12th  Rule  (Private  Corporations,  sect.  100)  is  :  "  If  a  con- 
tract entered  into  by  a  corporation  has  been  performed  by  either  of  the  par- 
ties, the  other  party  cannot  set  up  as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
such  contract  that  the»  corporation  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  it"  He 
makes  the  operation  of  the  doctrine  reciprocal. 

It  has  even  been  held  that  acts  in  excess  of  the  charter  powers,  but  not  ex- 
].r('ssly  prohibited  by  the  charter,  may  thus  be  upheld.  Bradley  v.  Ballard, 
5.")  Illinois,  413;  8  Am.  Rep.  656;  Newburg  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Wcare,  27  Ohio 
State,  343;  St.  Louis  v.  St.  Louis  Gaslight  Co. ,10  Missouri,  69;  Arnot  v.  Erie 
By.  Co.,  67  New  York,  315. 
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The  docti'ine  was  applied  to  a  case  of  city  bonds,  issued  without  authority 
but  not  prohibited,  in  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston,  96  United  States,  'dil :  "  Having 
received  benefits  at  the  expense  of  the  other  contract  party,  it  cannot  object 
that  it  was  not  empowered  to  j)erform  what  it  promised  in  retm-n,  in  the 
mode  in  which  it  promised  to  perform." 

"  Corporations  as  much  as  individuals  are  bound  to  good  faith  and  fair 
dealing,  and  the  rule  is  well  settled  that  they  cannot  by  thek  acts,  representa- 
tions, or  silence  involve  others  in  onerous  engagements,  and  then  tiu'ii  around 
and  disavow  their  acts,  and  defeat  the  just  expectations  which  their  own  con- 
duct has  superinduced."  Chicago,  Sj'c.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  7  Wallace,  (U.  S. 
feup.  Ct.),  392. 

The  subject  of  ulti-a  vires,  however,  is  much  vexed  in  this  country.  See 
Beach  on  Public  Corporations,  sect.  217,  et  seq.  ;  Dillon  on  Miuiicipal 
Corporations. 

Where  a  town  has  issued  its  bonds  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railway, 
and  the  railway  has  been  constructed  on  the  faith  of  them,  it  cannot  deny 
that  the  petition  for  the  election  to  consider  the  question  of  the  issue  was 
signed  by  the  requisite  number  of  taxpayers.  Hutchinson,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Com'rs, 
48  Kansas,  70;  1.5  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  401,  citing  many  cases,  —  a  very 
learned  review.  The  same  principle  in  Xelson  v.  Haywood  County,  87  Ten- 
nessee, 781 ;  4  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  048.  And  in  Sawyer  v.  Manchester, 
<Vc.  R.  Co.,  62  New  Hampshire,  135 ;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  in  similar  circum- 
stances it  was  held  that  the  clerk's  record  of  the  proceedings  of  a  town  meet- 
ing could  not  be  amended  to  the  prejudice  of  piu'chasers  of  the  bonds. 

In  Wright  v.  Hughes,  119  Indiana,  324;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  it  was  held 
tliat  the  doctrine  of  idtra  vires  applies  to  corporations  only  ill  theb'  relations 
to  the  State,  and  is  never  entertained  where  it  will  injure  innocent  third  per- 
sons, such  as  mortgagees.  The  Coiu-t  said  :  '•  Where  a  corporation  makes  a 
contract  that  is  in  excess  of  its  chartered  powers,  it  may  well  be  that  while 
the  agreem.ent  remains  wholly  executory  it  cannot  be  enforced.  So  long  as 
the  contract  is  unexecuted  it  does  not  estop  the  corporation,  because  the 
power  of  a  corporation,  like  that  of  a  person  luider  a  legal  disability,  cannot 
be  enlarged  by  the  inere  form  of  a  contract  which  it  had  no  capacity  to  make. 
The  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  may  be  appealed  to  in  such  a  case  to  resist  the 
enforcement  of  a  contract.  It  would  be  caiTying  that  doctrine  to  an  un- 
warranted extent  however  to  hold  that  a  corporation  might  obtain  the  money 
of  another,  and  with  the  fruits  of  the  contract  in  its  treasmy,  interpose  the 
defence  of  ultra  vires,  or  having  used  the  money  with  the  consent  or  acquies- 
cence of  its  stockholders,  ask  that  the  lender  be  restrained  from  collecting  it 
back  on  the  ground  that  the  money  had  been  obtained  in  violation  of  the 
charter  of  the  corporation.  Like  natural  persons,  coi'porations  must  be  held 
to  the  observance  of  the  recognized  principles  of  common  honesty  and  good 
faith,  and  these  principles  render  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  unavailing  when 
its  application  would  accomplish  an  unjust  end,  or  result  in  the  perpetration 
of  a  legal  fraud.  After  a  corporation  has  received  the  fruits  which  grow  out 
of  the  performance  of  an  act  ultra  vii-es,  and  the  mischief  has  all  been  accom- 
plished, it  comes  with  an  iU  grace  then  to  assert  its  want  of  power  to  do  the 
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act  or  make  the  contract,  in  order  to  escape  the  performance  of  an  ohlio-ation 
it  has  assumed."  Pi-ecisely  the  same  doctrine  was  held  in  Sherman  Center 
Town  Co.  V.  Morris,  43  Kansas,  282  ;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  134,  where  ultra  vires 
and  informality  were  both  m-ged.  The  same  distinction  between  executoiy 
and  executed  contracts  was  declared  to  prevail.  And  so  in  Holmes,  ^c.  Co.  v. 
Metal  Co.,  127  New  York,  252  ;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  448,  where  a  corporation  had 
ultra  vires  bouglit  stock  of  another  corporation,  the  same  distinction  wa.s 
drawn.  And  so  in  Lonr/  v.  Georr/ia  P.  liy.  Co.,  91  Ahibama,  .519  ;  24  Am.  St. 
Rep.  931. 

The  rule  of  ultra  uires  is  held  more  sta-ictly  in  respect  to  municipal  corpo- 
rations than  to  others.  So  it  has  been  held  that  school  district  officers  cannot 
bind  the  district  for  money  borrowed  and  expended  in  improvements  with- 
out lawful  authority.  Vounff  v.  Board  of  Education,  54  Minnesota,  38.5  ;  40 
Am.  St.  Rep.  340  ;  and  to  the  same  effect,  Newberry  v.  Fox.  37  Minnesota,  141  ; 
5  Am.  St.  Rep.  830 ;  Clark  v.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa,  199 ;  87  Am.  Dec.  423 ; 
McDonald  v.  Mayor,  68  New  York,  23 ;  23  Am.  Rep.  144 ;  Matthewson  v.  Grand 
Rapids,  88  Michigan,  558  ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  299  ;  Goose  Ricer  Bk.  v.  Willoto 
Lake  School  Totonship,  1  North  Dakota,  26  ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  605 ;  Nashville  v. 
Sutherland  Sr  Co.,  92  Tennessee,  335 ;  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  88 ;  Zottman  v.  San 
Francisco,  20  California,  96  ;  81  Am.  Dec.  96  ;  Hashrouck  v.  Miltraukee,  13 
Wisconsin,  37  ;  80  Am.  Dec.  718.  In  the  North  Dakota  ca.se  above  cited  a 
recovery  was  denied  to  a  school  teacher  for  services  rendered,  where  he  had 
not  the  certificate  of  qualification  required  by  statute,  and  was  by  statute  for- 
bidden to  teach,  and  such  emjiloyment  was  declared  void  by  the  statute,  thus 
furnishing  the  case  of  an  Ulegal  and  prohibited  contract,  "a  distinction  Avhich 
has  been  often  overlooked."  (2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sect.  936.) 
A  case  of  this  kind  was  McDonald  v.  Mayor,  supra,  where  the  city  was  lield 
not  liable  for  materials  ]iurchased  by  its  officer  and  used  in  repairing  its  streets, 
where  the  charter  directions  as  to  contracting  were  not  followed,  and  the  charter 
prohibited  the  city  from  incurring  liability  except  in  the  specified  manner. 

In  Merchants'  Bank  v.  State  Bank,  10  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  644,  Mr. 
Justice  Sa WAYNE  observed;  "Where  a  party  deals  with  a  corporation  in 
good  faith,  the  transaction  is  not  ultra  vires,  and  he  is  imaware  of  any  defect 
of  authority  or  other  irregularity  on  the  part  of  those  acting  for  the  corpora- 
tion, and  there  is  nothing  to  excite  suspicion  of  such  defect  or  iiTegularity, 
the  corporation  is  bound  by  the  contract  although  such  defect  or  irregulai-ity 
exists.  If  the  contract  can  be  valid  under  any  circumstances,  an  innocent 
party  in  such  a  case  has  a  right  to  presume  their  existence,  and  the  corjior;!- 
tion  is  estopped  to  deny  them.  .  .  .  The  rule  proceeds  upon  the  consideration 
that  the  autho)-  of  the  misfortune  shall  not  him.self  escape  the  consequences 
and  cast  the  burden  upon  another."  And  it  was  held  that  if  a  cashier,  with- 
out authority,  bought  coin  for  his  bank,  and  it  went  into  the  funds,  the  bank 
was  liable  on  the  contract. 

In  Connecticut  R.  Sav.  Bank  v.  Fiske.  60  New  Hampshire,  363,  it  was  held 
that  a  bank  was  lia])le  for  money  lent  to  it  in  excess  of  its  legal  power  to 
borrow.  "  The  statutory  prohibition  of  the  contraction  of  debt  did  not 
authorize  the  company  to  keep  without  repaJ^nent  the  money  it  was  for- 
bidilen  to  hire." 
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In  Pneumatic  Gas  Co.  v.  Berry,  1 13  U.  S.  322,  it  was  held  that  a  Court  of  equity 
■will  not,  at  the  suit  of  a  coi'poration,  set  aside  a  lease  fairly  made  by  it  to  one 
of  its  dh'ectors,  more  than  seven  years  before  objection  was  made  to  it,  and 
\vhich  has  been  repeatedly  ratified,  and  after  a  release  of  aU  claims  has  been 
executed  by  the  corporation  after  a  full  and  final  settlement  between  the  par- 
ties, although  the  lease  was  in  excess  of  the  corporate  powers.  Mr.  Justice 
Field  observed  :  "  A  Coiu't  of  etiuity  does  not  listen  with  much  satisfaction  to 
the  complaints  of  a  company  that  transactions  were  illegal  which  had  its 
approval,  which  were  essential  to  its  protection,  and  the  benefits  of  which  it 
has  fully  received."  To  the  same  effect,  Batelle  v.  N.  W.,  §'f.  Cement  Co., 
37  Minnesota,  89  ;  Knoivles  v.  Duffy,  40  Hun  (New  Yoi-k  Supreme  Ct.),  485  ; 
Santa  Cruz  R.  Co.  v.  Spreckies,  65  California,  193  ;  Hill  v.  Nisbet.  100  Indiana, 
341  ;  Gano  v.  Chicago,  ^'c.  By.  Co.  GO  Wisconsin,  12  ;  Dewey  v.  Toledo,  Sfc.  R. 
Co.,  91  ]\Iichigan,  351. 

In  Com.  V.  Reading  Sac.  Bk.,  137  ]Massachusetts,  431,  it  was  held  that  if  the 
treasurer  of  a  savings  bank  assigns  a  mortgage  of  land  belonging  to  the  bank, 
exhibiting  a  copy  of  the  vote  of  the  trustees,  signed  by  him  as  secretary, 
authorizing  the  transfer,  and  receives  the  consideration  therefor,  the  bank  is 
estopped  from  denying  the  vote. 

The  same  doctrine  was  held  in  Wood  v.  Corry  Wafer  Worl-x,  44  Federal 
Reporter,  146  ;  12  Lawyers'  Reports  Annotated,  168,  in  respect  to  the  omis- 
sion of  formalities  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage,  founded  on  Pennsylvania 
State  decisions.     See  Guckert  v.  Hacke,  159  Pennsylvania  State,  303. 


No.  13.  — AENOLD  v.  MAYOE,  &c.  OF  GRAVESEND. 
(CH.  1856.) 

RULE. 

The  consent  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury 
to  the  alienation  of  the  property  of  a  corporation,  required 
by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1835  (5  &  6  Will.  IV. 
c.  76),  s.  94,  substantially  re-enacted  by  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50, 
ss.  108  and  236,  is  properly  given  by  a  letter  signed  by 
the  secretary  to  the  Treasury.  Such  consent  is  ineifeotual 
beyond  the  purposes  specified  in  the  memorial  on  which  it 
is  founded. 

Arnold  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Gravesend. 

25  L.  J.  Ch.  776-779  (s.  c.  2  K.  &  J.  574 ;  2  Jur.  N.  S.  703). 

Corporation.  —  Property.  —  Alienation. 
The  consent  of  the  Lords    Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  to  the    [776] 
alienation  of  the  pi-operty  of  a  corporation  required  by  the  94th  section 
of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  is  sufficiently  signified  by  a  letter  signed 
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by  their  secretary.  Such  consent  can  aiitliorize  no  alienation  or  charge  of 
the  coi-porate  property  further  than  is  specified  in  the  memorial  on  which  it 
is  founded. 

A  judgment  entered  up  against  a  corporation  for  a  debt  contracted  subse- 
quently to  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  is  no  charge  upon  anj'  part  of  the 
corporate  property  not  authorized  to  be  charged  therewith  in  the  manner 
pointed  out  by  the  94th  section  of  the  Act. 

In  18-44,  the  council  of  ihe  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of 
the  borough  of  Gravesend,  applied  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Treasury,   under  the  94tli  section  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c. 

76,  for  permission  to  effect  a  mortgage  of  part  of  their 
[*  777]  *  property.      That   permission  was  granted  to  them  by  a 

letter  in  the  following  form :  — 

"  9tli  February,  1844. 

"  My  Lords  are  pleased  to  approve  of  the  council  raising  a  sum 
of  money,  not  exceeding  £2500,  by  mortgage  of  such  part  of  the 
corporate  property  as  they  shall  think  proper,  for  the  purpose  set 
forth  in  their  former  memorial. " 

This  letter  was  signed  by  the  secretary  to  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners. 

By  indenture  of  mortgage,  dated  the  21st  of  June,  1844,  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  of  Gravesend,  in  pursuance  of  tlie 
permission  contained  in  this  letter,  mortgaged  part  of  the  corporate 
property  situate  in  the  parish  of  Milton  next  Gravesend,  to  James 
Matthews,  Edmund  Pallister,  and  Gardiner  More  Cutmore,  to 
secure  £2500  and  interest. 

On  the  20th  of  August,  1851,  £2400  of  the  mortgage-money 
being  still  due,  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  executed  a 
warrant  of  attorney,  authorizing  Pallister  (who  had  survived  his 
co-mortgagees)  to  enter  up  judgment  against  them  for  £4800, 
subject  to  defeasance  on  payment  of  £2400  and  interest.  Judg- 
ment was  accordingly  entered  up,  and  registered  on  the  10th  of 
November,   1851. 

On  the  20th  of  March,  1852,  Arnold  registered  a  judgment 
against  the  mayor  and  corporation  for  a  debt  incurred  prior  to  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act,  and  on  the  22nd  of  April,  1856, 
obtained  a  decree  in  a  suit  instituted  by  him,  declaring  that  his 
judgment  was  a  charge  in  equity  upon  all  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration, whether  acquired  before  or  after  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions Act,  and  a  receiver  w^as  appointed  under  the  decree.     Arnold 
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V.  The  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Gravesend,  25  L.  J.  Cli.  530. 
The  plaintiff  Pallister  then  filed  his  bill,  claiming  a  charge  upon 
all  the  property  of  the  corporation,  by  virtue  of  his  judgment,  and 
praying  for  a  receiver  of  the  rents  of  the  lands  not  comprised  in 
the  mortgage.  By  a  petition  presented  in  the  cause,  Pallister  also 
prayed  for  a  declaration  that  he,  as  mortgagee,  was  entitled  to  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  comprised  in  his 
mortgage,  and  for  an  inquiry  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  his 
estate  and  interest  in  the  property  of  the  corporation,  over  which 
a  receiver  had  been   appointed. 

The  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  with  the  motion  for  a 
receiver. 

Mr.  Caims  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  plaintiff  Pallister, 
referred  to  Hawkins  v.  Ga.tliercole,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  332 ;  Doe  d. 
Parr  v.  Roe,  1.  Q.  B.  700;  1  Gale  &  David.  220;  10  L.  J.  (n.  S.  ) 
Q.  B.  317;  Yates  v.  Aston,  4  Q.  B.  182;  3  Gale  &  David.  351; 
12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  160;  Arnold  v.  Ridge,  13  C.  B.  745;  22  L.  J. 
C.  P.  235 ;  Pallister  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.  of  Gravesend,  19  L.  J.  C. 
P.  358;  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110,  s.  13. 

Mr.  Ptolt  and  Mr.  Spaed,  for  Arnold,  contended  that  there  had 
not  been  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  94th  section  of  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  (5  &  6  Will.  1\.  c.  76),  which  re- 
quires the  approbation  of  three  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Treasury,  and  that,  the  debt  having  been  incurred  subse- 
quently to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the  judgment  was  not  a  charge 
upon  the  subsequently  acquired  property.  ^ 

1  By  the  94th  section  of  the  Act  it  is  terms  and  conditions  than  those  hereinbe- 

enacted,  "That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  fore  mentioned,  any  of  the  said  lauds,  tene- 

the  council  of  any  body  corporate  to  be  ments,  or  hereditaments,  it  shall  be  lawful 

elected  under  this  act  to  sell,  mortgage,  or  for  such  council  to  represent  the  circum- 

alienate  the  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita-  stances  of  the  case  to  the  Lords  Commis- 

ments  of  the  said  body  corporate,  or  any  sioners  of  His  Majesty's  Treasury  ;  and  it 

part  thereof,  except  in  pursuance  of  some  shall  be  lawful  for  such  couucil,  with  the 

covenant,  contract,  or  agreement  io7?fl^/7(/e  approbation  of  the  said  Lords    Commis- 

made  or  entered  into  on  or  before  the  5th  sioners,  or  any  three  of  tlieni,  1 1  sell,  alieu- 

of  June  in  this  present  year  (1835),  by  or  ate,  and  demise  any  of  the  lands,  tenements, 

on  behalf  of  the  bod\'   corporate  of  any  and  hereditaments  of  the  said  body  corpo- 

borough,  or  of  some   resolution  duly  en-  rate  in  such  manner  and  on  such  terms  and 

tered   in  the    corporation    books  of  such  conditions  as  shall  have  been  approved  by 

body  corporate  on  or  before  the  said  5th  the  .said  Lords  Tommissioners  :    Provided 

of  June,  &c.  .  .  .  Provided,  nevertheless,  always,  that  notice  of  the  intention  of  the 

that  in  every  case  in  which  such  council  council  to  make  such  application  as  afore- 

shall  deem  it  expedient  to  sell  and  alienate,  said  shall  be  fixed  on  the  outer  door  of  the 

or  to  demise  and  lease  for  a  longer  term  town  hall,  or  in  some  public  and  conspicu- 

than  tliirty-one  years,  or  upon  different  ous  place  within  the  borough,  one  calendar 
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Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  the  corporation. 

Mr.  Hitchcock,  for  other  parties. 
Mr.  Cairns,  in  re})!}'. 
[*  778]  *  Wood,  V.  C.  I  cannot  accede  to  the  view  taken  by 
those  wlio  opposed  this  claim  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
sent of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  signified  hy  their 
Dtiicer,  is  not  the  consent  of  the  Lords  Commissioners.  I  think, 
under  the  94th  section,  it  is  perfectly  competent  for  them  to  give 
their  consent  in  any  manner  they  may  think  proper ;  and  the  fact 
of  such  consent  not  having  been  signed,  except  by  the  secretary, 
does  not  invaldiate  it.  I  think,  however,  that  the  memorial  to 
which  that  consent  w^as  given  should  be  produced ;  and  it  should 
be  shown,  at  the  same  time,  that  all  the  requisitions  as  to  publica- 
tion in  an  open  place,  and  other  matters  referred  to  and  specified 
in  the  clause  at  the  end  of  the  94th  section,  have  been  duly  com- 
plied with.  Then,  I  have  to  consider  the  next  objection  :  that 
this  approval  was,  in  fact,  only  a  general  authority  to  the  cor- 
poration to  charge  any  of  their  lands,  and  that  it  did  not  specify, 
as  it  ought  to  have  done,  what  lands  they  might  charge  or 
mortgage,  in  particular.  Assuming,  first,  that  it  was  a  general 
authority,  I  must  say  I  think  a  general  authority  so  given,  in 
1844,  could  not  authorize  the  corporation  to  charge  all  their 
property,  in  favour  of  a  mortgagee,  six  or  seven  years  after, 
—  namely,  by  a  judgment  registered  in  1851.  But  I  think 
the  authority  was  not  general,  for  I  cannot  assume,  looking  at 
the  terms  of  the  letter,  that  the  approval  signified  by  it  was  any- 
thing more  than  an  approval  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  a 
ihortgage  to  be  effected  by  the  council  of  some  portion  of  their 
lands,  "  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  their  former  memorial ; "  that 
is,  of  such  particular  portion  as  the  council  miglit  think  fit,  but 
not  of  all  the  lands,  and  only  for  the  object  specified  in  the 
memorial.  I  do  not  think  the  Commissioners  intended  to  give 
any  approval  to  any  object  not  containeil  in,  or  at  all  beyond  the 
memorial.  T  may  observe,  also,  that  tlie  very  requisition  of  the 
statute,  as  to  the  publication  of  the  contents  of  the  memorial,  and 
tlie  application  to  the  Treasury,  show  that  the  burgesses  were  to 

T)i<)iith  at  least  before  such  application  ;  snch  calendar  month,  and  slinll  l>o  fi'eely 

anil  a  copv  of  the  memorial  intended  to  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  every  burgess  at 

sent  to  the  said  Lords  Commissioners  shall  all  reasoual)le  liours  during  the  same." 
be  kept  in  tlie  town  clerk's  office   during 


R.  C.  VOL.  VII.]       SECT.  III.  —  Ci  )NTRACTS    AND    PROPERTY.  377 

No.  13.  —  Arnold  v.  Mayor,  &i,c.  of  Gravesend,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  778,  779.  —  Notes. 

have  the  means  of  satisfying  themselves  as  to  the  conduct  of  tlie 
council,  and,  if  they  thought  proper,  of  contesting  the  intended 
raising  of  the  money.  All  which  things  show  that  the  Com- 
missioners would  not  be  supposed  to  go  beyond  the  memorial 
submitted  to  them.  Then,  the  council,  having  acted  upon  tliis 
approval  or  a  memorial  previously  submitted  by  them  to  the 
Treasury,  cannot,  afterwards,  give  to  the  mortgagee  a  further 
charge  on  all  their  property,  by  way  of  a  judgment,  for  securing 
the  repayment  of  his  mortgage  debt.  As  to  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110.  s.  13,  that  statute  gives  increased  rights  to  a  judgment 
creditor,  by  enlarging  his  remedies;  but  then  the  property  sought 
by  him  to  be  charged  under  that  statute,  must  be  property  whicli 
is  capable  of  being  charged  within  the  meaning  of  the  13th  sec- 
tion, and  the  creditor  must  himself  be  a  person  who  may  charge 
it.  Haiokins  v.  Gathercule.  And  here,  I  think,  the  plaintiff 
Pallister  is  not  a  creditor  who  can  have  a  charge  upon  the  estate 
of  the  corporation,  such  as  he  insists  upon.  Pal  lister's  debt  was 
incurred  by  the  corporation  subsequently  to  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act,  — since  the  5th  of  June,  1835  ;  and  the  corporation 
has  no  power  to  subject  any  part  of  their  lands,  tenements,  or 
\iereditaments  to  any  debt,  after  that  period,  without  the  sanction 
of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury.  The  Lords  Com- 
missioners have  sanctioned  the  mortgage  to  Pallister,  but  they 
did  not  sanction  the  warrant  of  attorney  given  by  the  corporation 
to  Pallister,  in  1851,  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  mortgage  debt. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  Pallister  cannot,  by 
force  of  his  judgment,  give  to  his  debt  the  effect  of  a  general 
charge  upon  all  the  estates  of  the  corporation,  as  he  desires.  I 
must,  therefore,  refuse  the  motion  for  a  receiver,  but  not 
with  costs,  as  Pallister  *has  been  misled  by  the  prayer  of  [*779] 
Arnold's  bill,  which  prayed  relief,  subject  to  prior  judg- 
ments. The  petition  will  stand  over  for  the  production  of  the  me- 
morial, and  proofs  that  the  94th  section  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act  has  been  complied  with  in  the  respects  I  have 
mentioned. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

At  the  common  law,  a  corporation  could,  unless  restrained  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  charter  or  by  necessary  implication,  acquire  and 
dispose  of  lands  and  other  property  iu  the  same  manner  as  private 
individuals:  2  D'Anvers'  Abr.  tit.  Corporations  G.  pi.  1  &  2;  Vin.  Ab. 
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tit.  Corporations  G.  pi.  2  &  3;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Franchises,  F.  15,  16, 
17,  and  18.  A  crown  grant  to  the  men  or  inhabitants  of  D.,  heredihus 
et  SHCcessorlhus  suls,  rendering  a  rent,  for  anything  touching  tliese 
lands  the  inhabitants  are  incor})orated;  D'Anvers'  Ab.  tit.  Corporations 
F.  pi.  4.  But  they  could  not  grant  the  lands  to  another;  ibid,  in  marg. 
citing  Cro.  El.  oo.  A  similar  grant  liominibiis  de  Islington  to  be  dis- 
charged of  a  toll,  would  incorporate  them,  but  would  not  entitle  the  cor- 
poratio:i  to  purchase :   ibid.  [)1.  6. 

The  holding  of  land  by  corporations  was  found  at  an  early  date  to 
make  inroads  upon  the  policy  of  the  feudal  system.  The  first  difScul- 
ties  arose  from  the  holding  of  lauds  by  ecclesiastical  corporations,  and 
were  the  subject  of  legislative  enactment  in  Magna  Charta,  cap.  36. 
This  statute  only  applies  to  gifts,  but  was  extended  to  purchasers  by 
the  Act  De  Viris  Religiosis,  7  Ed.  I.  The  policy  of  these  statutes  was 
from  time  to  time  extended  to  other  holdings  in  mortmain,  and  is  em- 
bodied in  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50). 

The  power  of  alienation  at  the  common  law  was  absolute.  The 
Court  of  King's  Bench  would  not  grant  a  criminal  information  against 
the  members  of  a  corporation  for  misa])plication  of  the  corporation 
l)roperty :  Rex  v.  Watson  (1788),  2  T.  R.  199,  1  E.  E.  4G1.  The  Court 
of  Chancery  would  onW  entertain  an  application  respecting  the  prop- 
erty of  a  corporation  holding  to  charitable  uses:  Mayor,  &c.  of  Col- 
chester V.  Loirtcn  (1813) ,  1  Yes.  &  Bea.  226,  12  E.  E.  21 6.  The  abuses 
Avhich  followed  this  disclaimer  of  jurisdiction  was  first  remedied  in  the 
Act  of  1835,  and  the  restrictions  thereby  imposed  were  continued  in 
the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882. 

The  restrictions  upon  the  common-law  right  of  a  corporation  to  ac- 
quire, hold  and  dispose  of  land  are  contained  in  part  V.  of  the  Act  of 
1882.  Local  Government  Board  has  been  substituted  for  Treasury  in 
the  following  passages,  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  the  Local  Gov- 
ernment Act  1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  41),  s.  72. 

A  Municipal  Corporation  may  contract  for  the  purchase  of  and  hold 
any  land  not  exceeding  in  the  wdiole  five  acres,  either  in  or  out  of  the 
borough,  and  thereon  erect  certain  specified  buildings  for  the  purpose 
of  the  borough,  sect.  105.  Where  a  corporation  has  not  power  to  pur- 
chase or  acquii-e  land,  or  to  hold  land  in  mortmain,  the  consent  of  the 
Local  Government  Board  is  necessary,  and  the  Board  are  to  approve 
of  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  land  is  to  be  acquired:  sect. 
1<>7  (1).  Certain  of  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Acts,  1845,  1860,  and  1869  are  extended  to  purchases  of  lands  under 
this  section:  sect.  107  (2).  Money  may  be  borrowed,  for  certain  pur- 
poses sppcifuMl  in  the  section,  on  the  security  of  any  cori)orate  land 
with  the  ai)proval  of  the  Local  Government  Board:  sect.  106. 
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Section  108  (1)  provides  in  general  terms:  ''The  council  shall  not, 
unless  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament,  sell,  mortgage,  or  alienate  an}^ 
corporate  land  without  the  approval  of  the  Local  Government  Board." 
Sab-section  (2)  provides  that  "the  council  shall  not,  unless  authorised 
by  Parliament,  lease  or  agree  to  lease  any  corporate  land  without  the 
approval  of  the  Board."  Prom  this  provision  are  excepted  certain 
leases  specified  in  the  same  sub-section.  Section  109  provides :  ''The 
council  may,  with  the  approval  of  the  Local  Government  Board,  dis- 
pose of  any  corporate  land,  either  by  way  of  absolute  sale,  or  by  way 
of  exchange,  mortgage,  charge,  demise,  lease,  or  otlierwise,  in  such 
manner  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Treasury  approve." 

There  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  1882,  certain 
vested  rights  to  have  renewed  leases  granted.  This  right  must  have 
accrued  liowever  before  the  oth  of  June,  1835. 

Provision  is  made  bj-  the  Act  of  1882,  section  III.,  for  working 
men's  dwellings  to  be  erected  on  corporate  land. 

There  are  other  statutes,  e.  (/.,  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  the 
Housing  of  the  Working  Classes  Act  1890,  which  empower  a  local 
authority  to  acquire  lands  for  the  jjurposes  of  tJie  Act. 

Corporations  are  empowered  to  raise  monej's  by  local  taxation.  The 
jirovisions  respecting  the  borough  rate  and  the  objects  upon  which  it 
may  be  expended  are  contained  in  part  VII.  of  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions Act  1882.  Under  the  earlier  Act  of  William  IV.  the  borough 
fund  was  a  trust  fund,  and  the  administrators  of  it  were  subject  to  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  prevent  breaches  of 
trust  by  misapplication:  Attorney-General  v.  Parr  (H.  L.  1842),  8  CI. 
&rin.  409,  6  Jur.  245.  This  decision  seems  equally  applicable  to  the 
case  of  an  expenditure  not  justified  under  part  VII.  of  the  Act  of  1882. 
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Part  II.  —  CORPORATIONS  CONSTITUTED  FOR 
PUBLIC  PURPOSES  UNDER  SPECIAL  ACTS  OF 
PARLIAMENT. 

N.  B.  Under  the  moileru  forms  of  these  Acts,  the  Companies  Clauses  Consoliila- 
tion  Act  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  or  the  similar  Act  for  Scotland,  c.  17),  is  usually 
incorporated. 

No.  14.  —  HAMMERSMITH    RAILWAY  COMPANY  v. 

BRAND. 
(H.  L.  1S69.) 

RULE. 

A  COMPANY  constituted  for  public  purposes  under  Spe- 
cial Act  incorporating  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  1845  and  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845, 
may  bQ  authorized  to  exercise  its  powers  so  as  to  inflict 
injury  upon  third  persons. 

Hammersmith  Railway  Company  v.  Brand. 

L.  K  ,  4  H.  L.  171-225  (s.  c.  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  265 ;  21  L.  T.  238;  18  W.  R.  12). 

This  case  is  fully  reported  as  No.  9  of  "  Action"  (Right  of),  1  R. 
C.  623.     The  notes  will  be  supplementary  to  those  there  given. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  rule  is  weH  settled  1)y  the  principal  case  and  is  exemplified  by 
numerous  Engli.sh  cases  referi'ed  to  in  the  notes  to  that  case  (1  E.  C. 
662-664),  as  well  as  by  the  case  of  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Railvutij 
Company  and  cases  in  the  notes  there  (1  R.  C.  296-307).  The  prin- 
ciple is  unquestioned,  and  tlie  cases  genei-ally  turn  on  the  point 
whether  the  particular  acts  of  damage  are  autliorized  to  be  done,  and 
are  not  subjects  of  compensation  within  the  Acts. 

Furtlier  cases  bearing  on  the  rule  are  the  following:  — 

In  I/(>/>ki/ifi  V.  Great  Nnrthern  Uaibraii  Compaaij  (C.  A.  1877),  2  (J. 

B.  1).  224,  46  L.  J.  Q.  P..  265,  36  L.  T.  898,  the  Court  of  Ai)peal  held 

(overruling  a  case   of    Tho    Queen,  v.    Cambrian  Railway    Company 

(1871),  L.  K.,  6  Q.  B.  422,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  169,  25  L.  T.  84,  19  W.  R. 
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1138)  that  loss  of  the  traffic  of  a  ferry  owing  to  the  use  of  an  authorized 
fdot-bridge  beside  a  railway  bridge  was  not  a  subject  of  compensation, 
tlie  injury  (if  any)  being  occasioned  not  by  the  construction  but  by 
the  user  of  the  bridge. 

Corporation  of  Parkdale  \.  West  (P.  C.  App.  1887),  12  App.  Cas. 
()02,  was  a  case  in  which  the  effect  of  the  Consolidated  Railway  Act 
(Canada)  1879  is  considered  and  discussed,  and  the  effect  assumed  to 
be  similar  to  that  of  the  English  Acts. 

HolUdaif  V.  Mayor,  Sec.  of  Wakefield  (H.  L.  1890),  1891,  A.  C.  81, 
<;0  L.  J.  Q.  B.  361,  61  L.  T.  1,  40  iv.  R.  129,  was  an  appeal  on  a  claim 
by  the  owner  of  mines  for  compensation  under  an  Act  incorporating  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847.  The  undertakers  had  given  notice  to 
treat  for  the  coal  within  a  certain  area,  and  the  claim  for  compensation 
included  not  only  the  coal  proposed  to  be  taken,  but  the  prospective  loss 
which  the  proprietors  might  sustain  by  reason  of  their  being  unable  to 
work  other  coal  not  within  the  scope  of  their  present  operations.  It 
was  held  that  this  prospective  loss  did  not  come  within  the  compensa- 
tion clause  for  injuriously  affecting;  but  it  was  observed  that  under  a 
jiarticular  clause  (27)  of  the  Waterworks  Act  any  liabilit}'-  of  the  un- 
dertakers for  flooding  the  mines  was  reserv^ed,  and  it  was  suggested 
that  under  this  clause  the  mineowner  might,  when  he  approached  the 
danger,  virtually  compel  the  undertakers  to  purchase  the  coal  which  it 
would  be  necessary  to  leave  to  protect  the  mine  from  being  flooded. 

In  Harrison  v.  SoutJiirark  and  Vauxliall  Water  Covvpanii  (11  May 
1891),  1891,  2  Ch.  409,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  630,  64  L.  T.  864,  the  rule  is 
applied  simply.  It  was  there  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan 
AViLLiAMS  that  where  a  statute  authorizes  the  execution  of  a  work  it 
authorizes  all  things  reasonably  necessary  for  the  execution  of  the 
work. 

President,  &c.  of  Colac  v.  Summerfield  (P.  C.  App.  24  ]\Iarch,  1893), 
1893,  A.  C.  187,  62  L.  J.  P.  C.  64,  68  L.  T.  769,  was  a  case  under 
the  Local  Government  (Canada)  Act  1874,  s.  384  of  which  empowers 
the  local  authority  to  make  drains,  &c.,  and  provides  that  they  shall 
"make  compensation  to  the  owners  and  occu})iers  of  any  lands  for  any 
damage  which  they  may  sustain  through  the  exercise  of  any  of  the 
]>owers  conferred  by  the  section."  It  was  held  that,  where  a  ditch  had 
been  dug  by  the  local  authority,  the  landowner  might,  in  an  action  for 
damage  under  this  section,  recover  once  for  all  not  only  for  actual  but 
for  prospective  damage,  and  whether  by  reason  of  the  negligent  con- 
struction or  otherwise.  And  they  distinguished  the  case,  under  the 
special  words  of  the  section,  from  such  cases  as  Geddes  v.  Bann  Beser- 
■i'oir  (1878),  3  App.  Cas.  430  (see  1  R.  C.  304)  under  the  English 
Acts. 
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In  Attorney/  General  &  Hare  v.  Metropolitan  Ralla'ay  Compamj 
(C.  A.  4  Dec.  1893),  1894,  1  Q.  B.  384,  the  question  of  compensation 
arose  from  a  nuisance  of  smoke,  &c.,  from  tlie  underground  railway  issu- 
ing out  of  openings  made  by  the  company  to  ventilate  their  tunnel. 
The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that,  the  special  Act  having  authorized  tlio 
defendant  company  to  construct  their  railway  in  a  tunnel,  the  nuisance 
was  authorized,  and  that  as  it  arose  from  the  user  and  not  from  the 
construction  of  the  railway  the  principal  case  applied  and  there  was 
no  case  for  compensation. 


No.  15.  — WEBB  V.   SHROPSHIRE   RAILWAYS    COMPANY. 

(c.  A.  1893.) 

KULE. 

A  COMPANY  constituted  by  Special  Act  incorporating  the 
provisions  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  1845  (8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  16)  may,  unless  there  is  anything  in  the  Special  Act 
to  the  contrary,  issue  fully  paid  up  original  stock,  and 
also  its  debentures  at  a  discount. 

Webb  V.  Shropshire  Railways  Company. 

63  L.  J.  Ch.  80-91  (s.  c.  1893 ;  3  Cli.  307  ;  69  L.  T.  533). 

[80]     Railway   Company.  —  Ultra  Vire.t.  —  Issue   of  fully  Paid   Stock  at  a 
Discount.  —  /.ssue  of  Debentures  at  a  Discount. 

A  company  regiilated  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts,  18-45- 
and  1863,  may.  in  the  absence  of  any  special  prohibition,  issue  fully  paid  capi- 
tal stock  at  a  discount ;  and  a  company  empowered  to  raise  or  borrow  money 
on  debentures,  whether  such  company  be  regulated  by  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Acts  or  by  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  and  1867,  may,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  prohibition,  issue  debentures  at  a  discount. 

This  was  an  action  by  H.  W.  Webb,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
all  other  the  holders  of  capital  stock  in  the  Shropshire  Railway 
Company,  against  the  railway  company  and  Whadcoat  Brothers  & 
Co.  (Limited),  for  a  declaration  that  certain  agreements  entered 
into  between  the  defendants  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1890,  the  1st  of 
August,  1890,  and  the  10th  of  December,  1890,  were  ultra  vires 
the  railway  company. 

In  1806,  the  Potteries,  Shrewsbury,  and  North  Wales  Railway 
Company,  liereinafter  called  the  Potteries  Company,  was  formed 
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by  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  ovit  of  two  previously  existing 
companies  which  were  then  dissolved.  Their  undertakings  were 
united  into  one  undertaking,  which  became  the  undertaking  of 
the  new  company.  The  undertaking  consisted  of  certain  railway 
and  works  authorised  by  various  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  situate 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Shrewsbury,  The  company  thus 
formed  was  not  prosperous.  In  1868  a  scheme  *of  arrange-  [*81] 
ment  between  the  company  and  its  creditors  was  entered 
into.  In  1874  an  extension  of  the  company's  railway  was 
authorised.  A  receiver  was  in  receipt  of  the  tolls  of  the  under- 
taking, but  no  interest  was  ever  paid  on  the  company's  debenture 
stocks.  The  railway  could  only  be  kept  going  by  neglecting 
necessary  repairs,  and  in  June,  1880,  it  was  closed  to  public 
traffic.  In  1881,  an  Act  was  passed  for  winding  up  the  company. 
This  Act,  after  reciting  the  history  of  the  company  and  the  state  it 
was  in,  further  recited  as  follows :  "  And  whereas  for  some  years 
the  said  receiver  has  been  enabled  to  keep  up  a  small  but  ineffi- 
cient service  of  trains  only  by  devoting  the  whole  of  the  said  tolls 
and  receipts  of  the  company's  undertaking  to  the  mere  running 
expenses,  and  by  neglecting  tlie  maintenance  and  repair  of  the 
permanent  way  and  bridges  deemed  necessary  by  the  Board  of 
Trade  for  the  safety  of  the  puldic,  but  having  no  funds,  the  rail- 
way was,  by  order  of  the  directors,  closed  to  public  traffic  on  the 
22nd  of  June,  1880,  and  has  since  remained  so;  and  whereas  the 
closing  of  the  railway  is  the  cause  of  great  loss  and  inconvenience, 
not  only  to  the  neighbourhood  immediately  affected,  but  to  the 
public  generally,  but  the  railway  cannot  be  re-opened  for  public 
traffic  unless  the  company  be  freed  from  the  weight  of  existing 
debts,  liabilities,  and  incumbrances ;  and  whereas  the  shareholders 
of  the  company  have  no  interest  whatever  in  facilitating  the  re- 
opening of  the  railway,  as  under  no  conceivable  circumstances 
can  receipts  of  the  railway  produce  any  dividend  on  their  ca])ital 
outlay;  and  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  undertaking  of  the 
company  be  sold,  and  that  the  assets  be  distributed  among  tlie 
persons  legally  entitled  thereto,  and  that  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany be  wound  up  by  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  Court 
of  Justice,  and  that  the  company  be  dissolved. "  The  Act  then 
provided  for  the  winding  up  of  the  Potteries  Company  (section 
3),  and  authorised  the  liquidator  to  sell  the  undertaking  to  any 
railway  company  (section  4) ;  and  upon  payment  of  the  purchase- 
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money  and  execution  of  a  proper  conveyance  the  undertaking  of 
the  company  was  to  be  vested  in  the  purchaser  subject  to  the 
obligations  with  respect  to  the  use  and  maintenance  of  the  rail-, 
way,  but  discharged  from  all  the  other  obligations  of  the  company 
except  those  incurred  for  land  (section  6).  By  section  8  the 
purchase-money  to  be  paid  to  the  liquidator  was  to  be  applied 
by  him,  —  (clause  1)  in  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  winding-up; 
(Clause  2)  in  payment  of  the  compensation  and  expenses  for  com- 
pleting purchases  of  land ;  (clauses  3,  4,  5  and  6)  in  paying  the 
debenture-holders  and  other  creditors  of  the  company  certain 
percentages  of  their  claims  as  therein  specified ;  and  (clauses  7  and 
8)  ia  paying  something  to  the  shareholders. 

In  April,  1882,  the  Potteries  Company  was  ordered  to  be  wound 
up,  and  in  March,  1888,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  for  the 
sale  of  the  undertaking  to  the  piomoters  of  a  new  company  to  be 
called  the  Shropshire  Railways  Company,  and  by  paragraph  4  of 
the  agreement  it  was  provided  that  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid 
by  the  new  company  to  the  liquidator  should  be  such  a  sum  in 
money,  or  such  an  amount  of  fully  paid-up  stock  in  the  Shrews- 
bury separate  undertaking  of  the  new  company,  as  would  satisfy 
all  claims  under  sub-sections  1  and  2  of  section  8  of  the  Act  of 
1881,  and  in  addition  thereto  such  an  amount  of  fully  paid-up 
stock  in  the  said  undertaking  as  would  enable  the  liquidator  to 
pay  in  such  stock  at  the  par  value  thereof  the  maximum  percent- 
ages mentioned  in  sub-sections,  3,  4,  5,  6  and  7.  This  agreement 
was  embodied  in  an  Act  passed  in  1888  called  The  Shropshire 
Railways  Act,  1888,  which  again  referred  to  the  state  of  the 
I'otteries  Company  and  to  the  closing  of  its  railways  in  1880, 
and  referred  also  to  the  Act  of  1881  and  the  proceedings  there- 
under, and  it  further  recited  as  follows :  "  And  whereas  the 
liquidator  has  been  unable  to  effect  a  sale  of  the  undertaking  of 
the  Potteries  Company  for  a  sum  of  money  as  contemplated  by 
the  Act  of  1881,  and  the  Potteries  Railway  has  remained  and  now 
is  closed  for  public  traffic ;  and  whereas  an  agreement  (in  this  Act 
referred  to  as  the  scheduled  agreement)  between  the  liquidator  of 
the  one  part  and  certain  persons  therein  named,  promoters  of 
[*82]  the  bill  for  *this  Act  of  the  other  part,  a  copy  of  which 
agreement  is  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act,  has  been 
entered  into  for  the  sale  to  the  company  by  this  Act  incorporated  of 
the  undertaking  of  the  Potteries  Company,  upon  the  terms  and  sub- 
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ject  to  the  conditions  in  the  said  agreement  expressed,  and  it  is 
expedient  that  the  said  agreement  be  confirmed,  and  provision 
made  for  carrying  into  effect  the  said  terms  and  conditions ;  and 
whereas  the  persons  in  this  Act  named,  with  others,  are  willino 
to  acquire  the  undertaking  of  the  Potteries  Company  upon  and 
subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  scheduled  agreement, 
and  to  re-open  the  Potteries  Ptailway  for  public  traffic  if  incor- 
porated with  the  necessary  powers  for  that  purpose ;  and  whereas 
it  is  expedient  that  the  company  to  be  incorporated  (in  this  Act 
called  '  the  company ')  be  empowered  to  construct  the  additional 
railways  by  this  Act  authorised  in  extension  of  or  in  connection 
witli  the  Potteries  Ptailway,  and  to  abandon  part  of  the  Potteries 
Pailway  which  will  be  rendered  unnecessary  by  the  construction 
of  certain  of  the  railways  by  this  Act  authorised,  and  to  acquire 
certain  lands  in  this  Act  particularly  mentioned." 

By  section  2  of  the  Act,  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845,  part  1,  and  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1863,  part  3,  and  the  Eailways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845, 
and  parts  of  the  Eailway  Clauses  Act,  1863,  were  incorporated 
tlierewith.  By  section  4  the  railway  company  was  incorporated. 
By  section  5  the  agreement  of  the  14th  of  March  was  confirmed. 
By  section  14  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking  was  consti- 
tuted and  defined.  And  with  respect  to  capital,  borrowing  powers, 
and  debentures,  the  Act  provided  as  follows  :  — 

"  15.  The  capital  of  the  company  shall  not  exceed  £650,000, 
and  of  the  said  capital  a  sum  not  exceeding  £350,000  shall  be 
the  separate  capital  of  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking,  and 
is  hereinafter  referred  to  as  '  the  Shrewsbury  separate  capital. ' 

"  The  Shrewsbury  separate  capital  shall  consist  of  fully  paid- 
up  stock  to  such  nominal  amount  not  exceeding  £350,000,  as  it 
may  be  necessary  or  convenient  for  the  company  to  create  and 
issue  for  the  purposes  of  and  in  accordance  with  the  scheduled 
agreement. 

"  27.  The  company  may  from  time  to  time  borrow  on  mortgage 
on  the  separate  undertakings  respectively,  any  sums  not  exceeding 
in  the  whole,  as  regards  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking, 
£100,000. 

"  The  said  sum  of  £100,000,  to  be  borrowed  in  respect  of  the 
Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking,  or  on  any  part  thereof,  may  be 
borrowed  by  the  company  when  and  so  soon  as  the  Potteries  Eail- 
\o]..  VII.  — 25 
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way  shall  have  been  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  company 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  Act  of  1881. 

"  30.  The  company  may  create  and  issue  debenture  stock  in 
each  or  either  of  their  separate  undertakings,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  part  3  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  1863,  but, 
notwithstanding  anything  therein  contained,  the  interest  of  all 
debenture  stock  and  of  all  mortgages  at  any  time  created  and 
issued  or  granted  by  the  company  under  this  or  any  subsequent 
Act,  and  affecting  the  same  undertaking,  shall,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  any  subsequent  Act,  rank  pari  'p<^^8su  as  against  the 
undertaking  (without  respect  to  the  dates  of  the  securities  or  of 
the  Acts  of  Parliament  or  resolutions  l)y  ^\hich  the  stock  or 
mortgages  were  authorised),  and  shall  have  priority  over  all 
principal  moneys  secured  l)y  such  niortgages. 

"  31.  All  moneys  raised  under  this  Act,  wliether  by  shares  in, 
or  by  debenture  stock  or  mortgages  of,  either  separate  undertaking 
of  the  company,  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  that 
undertaking,  being  in  all  cases  purposes  to  which  capital  is  prop- 
erly applicable  (that  is  to  say) :  — 

"  (ci)  Moneys  raised  by  debenture  stock  or  mortgages  charged 
upon  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking  shall  be  applied  only 
in  payment  of  the  purchase  or  consideration  for  the  expenses  of 
the  purchase  of  the  Potteries  Eailway,  and  in  putting  so  much 
of  that  railway  as  shall  not  be  abandoned  under  this  Act  into 
efficient  and  complete  woiicing  order,  fit  for  passenger  and  goods 
traffic,  and  in  purchasing  lands  for  the  purpose  of  that  sejiarate 
undertaking,  and  constructing  the  railways  and  portions  of 
[*83]  railways  by  this  Act  *  declared  to  l)e  part  of  that  separate 
undertaking,  and  in  providing  rolling  and  working  stock 
and  plant  for  that  separate  undertaking,  and  in  payment  of  tlie 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  applying  for,  obtaining,  and 
passing  this  Act  (subject  to  the  recoupment  out  of  moneys  raised 
for  the  purposes  of  the  Market  Drayton  undertaking  of  such  pro- 
portion of  the  said  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  shall  br 
resolved  and  determined 'in  that  behalf  as  hereinafter  provided), 
and  otherwise  for  purposes  of  the  Shrewsl)ury  separate  undertaking. " 

On  the  3rd  of  Jinie,  1890,  an  agreement  was  made  between  the 
railway  company  and  Whadcoat  Brothers  &  Co.,  thereinafter 
called  the  bankers,  the  general  object  of  which  was  to  provido 
for  advances  to  be  made  by  the  bankers  to  the  railway  company 
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to  enable  them  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  to  cohstruct  an 
extension  of  the  railway  as  authorised  by  the  Act.  By  this 
agreement  the  bankers  were  to  pay  to  the  railway  company  the 
sum  of  £79,500,  but  as  to  £20,000  part  thereof  they  were  to  pay 
either  in  cash  or  in  fully  paid  stock  of  the  Shrewsbury  under- 
taking, as  they  might  elect.  The  bulk  of  the  money  was  to  be 
paid  in  monthly  instalments  against  the  monthly  certificates  of 
the  company's  engineer  as  to  the  progress  of  the  works.  In 
return,  the  bankers  were  to  receive,  as  part  of  the  consideration 
for  the  obligations  imposed  upon  them  by  the  agreement,  the  sum 
of  £173,200,  to  be  paid  as  to  £90,200  in  five  per  cent,  debentures 
forming  part  of  the  £100,000  which  the  railway  company  was 
authorised  to  borrow^  as  to  £53,000  in  fully  paid  stock,  and  as  to 
£30,000  in  new  debentures  forming  part  of  an  issue  of  £60,000, 
for  leave  to  create  which  the  company  were  to  apply  to  Parlia- 
ment. As  further  part  of  the  consideration  the  company  were  to 
assign  their  interest  in  a  debenture  of  £5000,  to  be  deposited 
with  the  liquidator  of  the  old  company  to  provide  for  unascer- 
tained claims ;  and  as  the  residue  of  the  consideration  the  bankers 
were  appointed  sole  agents  for  the  sale  and  disposal  of  any  deben- 
tures, stock,  or  shares  which  the  company  might  be  authorised 
by  Parliament  to  issue  within  the  next  two  years.  The  mode  of 
paying  the  £173,200  was  to  be  as  follows:  In  exchange  for  each 
payment  made  by  the  bankers  under  the  agreement  they  were  to 
receive  from  the  company  a  sum  bearing  the  same  proportion  to 
£173,200  that  such  payment  bore  to  £79,500,  to  be  paid,  at  their 
election,  in  debentures  or  stock.  It  was  further  provided  that  the 
price  or  times  at  which  the  debentures,  or  ordinary  stock,  or 
debenture  stock  should  be  offered  by  the  company  for  subscrip- 
tion, tender,  or  sale,  should  be  fixed  by  the  bankers.  By  an 
agreement  made  on  the  1st  of  August,  1890,  between  the  same 
parties,  £5000  in  debentures  and  £5000  stock  were  to  be  paid 
to  the  bankers  in  consideration  of  their  advancing  £5000  im- 
mediately instead  of  against  the  engineer's  certificates. 

By  an  agreement  of  the  10th  of  December,  1890,  made  between 
the  same  parties,  the  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June  was  further 
modified,  and  further  advantages  were  secured  to  the  bankers  in 
consideration  of  their  accelerating  certain  payments. 
I  By  the  Shropshire  Piaihvays  Act,  1891,  the  company  were 
authorised  to  raise  a  sum  not  exceeding  £75,000  bv  the  issue  of 
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new  shares  or  stock,  and  to  borrow  in  respect  of  the  £350,000 
original  capital  stock,  sums  not  exceeding  £16,000,  in  addition 
to  the  £100,000  previously  authorised,  and  in  respect  of  the  new 
capital  any  sum  not  exceeding  £25,000. 

Under  the  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June  the  company  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  the  works  authorised  by  the 
Act  of  1888,  and  the  works  had  been  partly  constructed,  and 
various  sums  were  paid  by  the  bankers,  and  against  such  pay- 
ments first  debentures  and  fully  paid  stock  were  issued  by  the 
company  to  the  bankers.  The  bankers  elected  to  pay  the  sum 
of  £20,000  referred  to  in  the  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June  in 
fully  paid  stock,  and  received  in  exchange  debentures  from  the 
company.  This  £20,000  was  intended  to  provide  for  the  payment 
of  the  contractor,  and  was  in  fact  paid  to  him.  The  plaintiff 
sought  to  have  the  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  rlune  and  the  two 
ancillary  agreements  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  the  company 
had  no  power  to  issue  its  capital  stock  at  a  discount,  or  to 
[*  84]  issue  *  debentures  in  payment  of  its  own  stock,  or  to  issue 
debentures  for  the  consideration  set  out  in  the  agreement 
of  the  3rd  of  June,  and  to  have  the  debentures  and  stock  issued 
under  such  agreements  cancelled. 

Two  other  actions.  The  London  Fiiiancinl  Association  v.  Whad- 
coat  and  WJiadcoat  v.  The  ShrojJshire  llaihvays  Company,  which 
involved  the  validity  of  these  agreements,  were  tried  at  the  same 
time. 

EoMER,  J.  (after  argument,  on  Jan.  14,  1893).  —  The  main  object 
of  these  actions  is  for  a  declaration  that  the  agreements  entered 
into  between  the  Shropshire  Railways  Company  and  Whadcoat 
brothers  &  Co.  (Limited)  are  void,  as  being  ultra  vires  the 
railway  company,  and  for  cancellation  of  the  stock  and  deben- 
tures issued  in  pursuance  thereof  to,  and  now  held  by,  the  limited 
com])any  or  its  officers,  and  for  ancillary  relief.  [His  Lordship 
tlu-n  considered  the  terms  of  the  three  agreements  which  were 
souglit  to  be  impeached,  with  a  view  to  their  reasonableness  apart 
from  the  question  of  ti/tra  vires,  and  said  that,  looking  at  all  the 
circumstances,  they  were  not  unfair,  unreasonable,  or  improvident. 
He  then  proceeded :]  The  agreements  thus  honestly  entered  into 
have  been  acted  on.  The  limited  company  has  paid  to  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  railway  company  large  sums  of  cash,  and  has 
received  in  discharge  thereof  capital  stock  and  debentures  of  the 
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railway  company,  as  provided  for  by  the  agreements.  It  is  now 
sought  by  these  actions  to  deprive  the  limited  company  of  such 
stock  and  debentures,  and  to  leave  the  company  in  respect  of  its 
cash  payments  in  the  position  of  an  unsecured  creditor  of  the  rail- 
way company,  which  practically  would  amount  to  the  railway 
company  losing  the  casli  it  has  paiil.  This  would  indeed  be  an 
unfortunate  result  to  tiow  from  an  honest  transaction ;  but  it  may 
be  that  it  cannot  be  avoided,  if  the  plaintiffs  are  right  in  their 
contention  as  to  the  agreements  being  ultra  vires  the  railway 
company,  and  I  therefore  proceed  to  consider  the  grounds  on 
which  the  contention  is  based.  It  is  said,  in  the  first  place, 
by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  that  the  railway  company  could  not 
issue  its  capital  stock  of  the  Shrewsbury  undertaking  except  on 
terms  of  the  purchaser  paying  for  it  the  full  nominal  amount  of 
the  stock,  which  admittedly  under  the  agreements  the  limited 
company  did  not  do,  or,  as  it  was  sometimes  expressed,  that  the 
railway  company  could  not  validly  issue  its  capital  stock  at  a 
discount.  And  the  argument  was  put  substantially  in  this  way  : 
The  Act  of  1888  which  created  this  railway  company  incorporated, 
as  usual,  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  and  the 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts,  or  certain  parts  of  them. 
It  was  pointed  out  that,  if  the  incorporated  Acts  were  looked 
at,  it  would  be  seen  that,  though  by  express  provision  new 
shares  in  a  company  governed  by  those  Acts  might  be  issued  at 
a  discount,  yet  there  was  no  corresponding  provision  with  regard 
to  the  original  shares  of  such  a  company.  And  it  was  then  urged 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  incorporated  Acts, 
the  view  that  original  shares  could  be  issued  at  a  discount  was 
by  implication  negatived ;  and  in  support  of  this,  special  reliance 
was  placed  on  those  sections  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  1845,  which  provide  for  shares  being  of  a  fixed  amount 
and  for  calls  being  paid  on  the  shares  subscribed  for,  and  it  was 
said  that  those  sections  were  similar  to  corresponding  clauses  in 
the  Limited  Liability  Companies  Act  of  1862,  on  which  the  House 
of  Lords  in  The  Ooregum  Gold-Mining  Compam/  v.  Roper,  61  L.  J.  Ch. 
'.Vil ;  [1892]  A.  C.  125  (Xo.  33,  p.  &U,posf?)M^  based  its  decision  that 
shares  in  a  limited  liability  company  could  not  be  issued  at  a  dis- 
count. But  I  do  not  think  that  in  the  present  case  I  am  called  upon 
to  decide,  or  ought  to  decide,  tliis  highly  important  general  point, 
which  has  never  yet  been  the  subject  of  judicial  opinion,  for  in 
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my  view  it  does  not  arise  for  decision  in  this  case.  It  may  he 
that  where  the  special  Act  governing  a  railway  company  is 
[*  85]  silent  *  on  the  point,  and  its  shares  of  a  fixed  amount  have 
under  the  Act  to  be  issued  for  subscription  simply  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  incorporated  Acts,  the 
company  must  either  offer  the  shares  for  subscription  on  terms  of 
their  being  paid  up  as  and  when  calls  are  made  to  the  full  nominal 
amount,  or  not  offer  them  at  all ;  though  I  express  no  opinion  to 
this  effect,  and  my  silence  must  not  in  any  way  be  taken  as 
indicating  that  I  consider  the  contention  to  that  effect  sound. 

But  in  the  present  case  the  railway  is  governed  by  the  special 
Act  of  1888,  the  provisions  of  which,  in  my  judgment,  show  that 
the  company  was  not  bound  to  issue  its  capital  stock  only  on  the 
terms  of  its  being  paid  for  to  the  full  nominal  amount.  In  the 
first  place,  the  capital  stock  is  not  divided  into  shares  at  all,  and 
is  to  be  issued  as  already  fully  paid-up,  so  that  most  of  the  argu- 
ments based  on  the  sections  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  1845,  which  I  have  mentioned  above,  do  not  apply  to 
this  case  at  all.  But,  beyond  this,  I  think  it  is  clear  from  the 
Act  of  1888  that  the  Legislature  could  not  have  contemplated  that 
the  capital  stock  could  or  would  be  sold  at  par.  It  appears  to  me 
that  to  hold  that  the  directors  of  this  railway  company  could  only 
sell  the  stock  for  its  full  nominal  amount,  would  render  the  whole 
Act  inoperative.  The  ca^iital  stock  under  the  Act  was  only  to  be 
applied  in  paying  for  and  carrying  out  the  purchase  of  the  railway 
and  undertaking,  which  formerly  belonged  to  the  Potteries  Kail- 
way  Company,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  scheduled  agreement. 
To  complete  the  purchase,  certain  sums  in  cash  had  to  be  paid, 
which  could  only  under  the  Act  be  raised  by  the  sale  of  this 
capital  stock  (see  sections  27  and  31);  and  when  the  amount  of 
that  cash  is  compared  with  the  nominal  amount  of  capital  stock 
provided  for  the  purpose,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Legislature  must 
have  contemplated  that  the  cash  would  probably  have  to  be  raised 
by  the  sale  of  a  very  much  larger  nominal  amount  of  stock  ;  and, 
in  fact,  having  regard  to  the  then  ruinous  condition  of  the  railway 
and  the  low  value  of  the  stock,  the  cash  could  not  possibly  have 
been  raised  except  by  a  sale  of  the  stock  at  a  very  reduced  price. 
That  the  Legislature  knew  that  the  capital  stock  could  not  be  of  its 
full  nominal  value  is  further  shown  by  the  following,  amongst 
other   facts, — namely,   that    part   of   the   stock    was,    under   tha 
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scheduled  agreement,  to  be  paid  to  the  shareholders  of  the 
Potteries  Eailway  Company  in  respect  of  their  interest  in  the  old 
undertaking ;  and  what  the  real  value  of  their  interest  was  may 
be  gathered  from  the  recitals  in  the  two  Acts  of  Parliament.  In 
tlie  Act  of  1881,  which  authorised  the  Potteries  Eailway  Company 
to  sell  their  undertaking,  after  recitals  to  the  effect  that  the  rail- 
way was  out  of  repair,  and  that  there  were  no  funds  available  to 
do  necessary  repairs,  and  that  the  railway  had  been  closed  to  traftic 
since  the  22nd  of  June,  1880,  there  is  the  following  statement: 
"  And  whereas  the  shareholders  of  the  company  have  no  interest 
whatever  in  facilitating  the  re-opening  of  the  railway,  as  under  no 
conceivable  circumstances  can  the  receipts  of  the  railway  produce 
any  dividend  on  their  capital  outlay. "  And  in  the  Act  of  1888 
there  is  the  following  recital :  "  And  whereas  for  many  years  the 
Potteries  Company  have  been  insolvent,  and  a  receiver  was  in 
receipt  of  tlie  tolls  of  their  undertaking  until  the  closing  of  the 
Potteries  Eailway  to  public  traffic  on  the  22nd  day  of  June, 
1880. "  Shareholders  in  an  insolvent  company  cannot  be  said 
to  have  any  interest  of  the  slightest  value.  Moreover,  in  the  Act 
of  1888,  not  only  is  there  nothing  from  which  any  person  could 
gatlier  that  it  was  contemplated  that  the  stock  could  or  would  be 
sold  at  anything  like  its  full  nominal  amount,  but  there  are 
significant  indications  to  the  contrary,  as,  for  example,  in  section 
15,  which  defines  the  capital  of  the  company,  where  the  Shrews- 
bury separate  capital  (which  is  the  capital  stock  in  question)  is 
referred  to  as  fully  paid-up  stock  of  a  certain  "  nominal"  amount, 
while  the  Market  Drayton  separate  capital  (which  was  further 
capital  of  the  company,  but  whicli  has  never  yet  been  raised)  is 
defined  as  consisting  of  30,000  shares  of  £10  each,  no  such  word 
as  nominal  being  used.  For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the  first 
ground  urged  by  the  plaintiff's  fails.  Another  point  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs  is  so  connected  with  the  *  preceding  one  [*  86] 
that  I  deal  with  it  here.  It  is  said,  and  said  truly,  that  the 
capital  stock  in  question  could  only  be  issued  so  far  as  and  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  carry  out  the  scheduled  agreement  of  purchase  ; 
and  then  it  is  urged  that  under  the  agreements  impeached  capital 
stock  was  issued  for  other  purposes  and  to  a  greater  amount  than 
was  authorised.  But  on  investigation  it  appears  to  me  that  this 
contention  fails.  First,  as  to  the  amount.  After  providing  for 
tli.'se  payments,  whicli  under  the  scheduled  agreement  had  to  be 
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made,  in  stock,  there  ^vas  left  out  of  the  £350,000  stock  about 
£63,500  to  provide  for  the  payments  in  cash  which  liad  to  be  made 
to  carry  out  tlie  scheduled  agreement,  and  which  amounted  to  over 
£12,000.  On  the  evidence  before  me,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  wlioli; 
of  this  £63,500  and  more  was  w^anted  to  raise  £12,000,  or  even 
a  smaller  sum.  The  plaintiffs,  no  doubt  very  judiciously,  gave' 
no  evidence  on  the  point.  But  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Whadcoat  was 
clear,  and  I  see  no  reason  to  discredit  or  doubt  his  evidence,  and 
in  particular  his  evidence  as  to  the  small  value  of  the  capital 
stock,  supported  as  it  is  by  the  documents  before  me  and  other- 
circumstances  of  the  case,  to  some  of  which  I  have  already  alluded. 
Xext,  as  to  the  purposes  for  whicli  the  stock  was  issued.  I  think 
that,  in  substance,  it  was  issued  nnder  the  agreements  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  the  money  necessary  t(j  make  the  cash  jJi^yments  I 
have  mentioned,  which  was  a  perfectly  valid  purpose,  and  sanctioned 
by  the  Act  of  18S8,  and  that  the  nnjney  so  raised  was  applied  for 
the  rec^uired  purpose;  and  I  tliink  it  makes  no  difference  that 
under  the  agreements  ilnpeached  the  stock  and  debentui'es  were 
applied  jointly  in  raising  moneys,  part  of  which  had  to  be 
applied  for  the  required  purpose  and  part  for  other  purposes  to 
which  the  stock  coidd  not  be  applied.  I  further  add  that,  as  the 
railway  company  was  authorised  to  sell  and  issue  this  stock,  I  do 
not  see  any  valid  reason  why  the  company  should  not  sell  it  and 
some  of  their  debentures  for  a  lump  sum,  or  why  the  company 
should  be  obliged  to  apportion  the  purchase-money,  or  to  pass 
separate  resolutions  as  to  the  sale  of  the  stock  and  the  sale  of 
the  debentures.  Ft  is  also  noticeable  with  regard  to  both  the 
above  points  that  the  Eaihvay  Com})anies  Act,  1891,  refers  in 
the  recital  to  all  the  capital  stock  then  issued  (including  that 
now  in  dispute)  as  issued  for  the  purpose  of  the  purchase  agree- 
ment scheduled*to  the  Act  of  1888.  The  next  point  taken  is  that 
the  agreements  were  idtra  vires,  because  under  them  debentures 
were  obtained  by  the  limited  company  at  a  discount;  and  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  argued  that  a  railway  company  cannot  sell  or 
part  with  its  debentures  for  cash  except  on  terms  of  receiving  the 
full  nominal  value  of  them.  Tliis  is,  in  my  judgment,  an  extra- 
ordinary contention  to  be  raised  at  the  present  day,  and  one  which 
a  Court  of  law  —  certainly  a  Court  of  first  instance  —  ought  not, 
T  think,  to  treat  as  now  open  for  consideration.  For  a  very  long 
series  of  years    it   has  been  the  practice  of  railway  companies. 
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when  they  thought  fit,  to  issue  their  debentures  or  debenture  stock 
for  cash  at  less  tiuin  tlieir  nominal  amounts,  where  better  terms 
could  not  be  obtained.  This  practice  has  been  open  and  notorious, 
and  may  be  said  to  have  received  the  tacit  assent  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, since,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  no  provision  has  been  made 
jirohibiting  the  practice  in  the  numerous  Eailway  Acts  that  have 
been  passed.  To  suggest  now  a  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
practice  would,  or  might,  do  incalculable  mischief.  Moreover,  I 
am  bound  to  say  I  have  not  heard  in  the  arguments  addressed  to 
me,  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  sufficient  reason  why  the  practice 
should  be  held  invalid.  And  as  to  decided  cases,  it  is  remarkable 
that  there  is  no  distinct  authority  on  the  point,  so  far  as  railway 
companies  are  concerned,  which  shows,  I  think,  that  until  now  it 
has  always  been  considered  clear  that  railway  companies  could 
validly  issue  their  debentures  or  deljenture  stock  at  such  price  as 
they  could  obtain.  But  as  to  limited  liability  companies,  there 
are  authorities  (cited  in  argument)  showing  that  these  companies 
could  issue  their  debentures  at  a  discount.  It  is  true  that  in  those 
cases  some  reliance  has  been  placed  on  the  use  of  the  words  "  Eaise 
money  by  the  issue  of  debentures,"  or  equivaleilt  phrases  contained 
in  the  articles  of  association  of  the  company.  But  if  any- 
thing *  turns  on  this,  I  find  in  the  case  before  me,  in  section  [*  87] 
.'U  of  the  Act  of  1888,  the  phrase,  "  Money  raised  by  deben- 
ture stock  or  mortgage"  (see  also  section  8  of  the  Act  of  1891). 
For  these  reasons  I  think  the  plaintiffs,  fail  also  on  this  point. 
There  are,  then,  some  minor  objections  raised  to  the  agreements, 
which  I  must  deal  with.  Amongst  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment of  the  3rd  of  June,  1890,  is  one  to  the  effect  that  the  limited 
company  may,  to  the  extent  of  £20,000,  pay  to  the  railway  com- 
l>any,  not  in  cash,  but  in  capital  stock  of  the  railway  company ; 
and  it  is  said  that  this  is  ultra  vires,  as  it  amounts  to  the  railway 
company  buying  its  own  stock,  which  it  is  not  authorised  to  do. 
No  doubt,  in  form,  this  provision  is  objectionable.  But  the  cir- 
cumstances must  be  looked  at.  At  the  date  of  this  agreement 
there  was  a  contract  arranged  between  the  railway  company  and 
a  Mr.  Cutbill,  a  contractor,  and  intended  to  be  carried  out 
simultaneously,  under  which  Mr.  Cutbill  was  to  complete  the 
railway  and  to  be  paid  part  of  the  contract  price  in  capital  stock 
of  the  railway  company,  and  this  capital  stock  was  intended  to 
he  supplied  by  the  £20,000  stock  above  mentioned,  so  far  as  it 
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Would  extend.  It  is  true  that  a  dispute  .subsequently  arose  between 
the  railway  company  and  Cutbill,  and  there  is  a  question,  whicli 
is  the  subject  of  a  separate  action  now  pending,  whether  or  not  any 
binding  contract  was  ever  come  to  between  them.  But  I  will 
assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  judgment,  that  n(j  binding  con- 
tract was  come  to.  Still,  it  was  clearly  contemplated  by  the 
agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June,  1890,  that  such  a  contract  would 
be-  made,  and  made  before  the  agreement  could  be  acted  upon  (see, 
inter  alia,  clauses  2  and  15  of  the  agreement,  and  in  particular 
the  provisions  of  clause  2,  at  page  40  of  the  printed  agreement, 
under  which  the  limited  company  were  to  pay  £64,000  —  of 
which  the  £20,000  formed  part  —  only  in  monthly  instalments 
against  the  monthly  certificates  of  the  company 's  engineer  as  the 
contractor's  works  progressed,  and  so  that  each  instalment  should 
be  for  such  an  amount  as  should  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  com- 
pany to  discharge  the  monthly  certificate  of  the  engineer,  against 
which  it  should  be  paid).  It  was,  therefore,  clearly  contemplated 
that  the  £20,000,  or  such  part  as  should  become  payable,  should, 
in  effect,  go,  not  to  the  railway  company  to  hold,  but  to  the  con- 
tractor. And,  in  fact,  though  the  arrangements  with  Cutbill  fell 
through,  a  contract  for  works  to  the  same  effect  was  made  with 
another  contractor,  as  contemplated  by  the  agreement  of  the  3rd 
of  June,  1890,  and  then,  and  not  till  then,  was  any  stock  paid 
over  by  the  limited  company,  and  this  stock  went  as  contemplated 
to  the  contractor,  so  that  this  provision  as  to  the  £20,000  was  not 
intended  to  operate,  and  has  not  in  fact  operated,  in  the  railway 
company  buying  or  acquiring  any  part  of  its  issued  stock.  And, 
seeing  that  the  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June,  1890,  is  an  executed 
agreement,  and  not  a  mere  executory  one,  I  certainly  am  not  dis- 
posed, merely  on  the  ground  of  this  provision,  to  declare  the 
agreement  now  wholly  void.  There  is  also  another  way  in  which 
the  matter  may  be  regarded  so  as  to  avoid  all  questions  of  ultra 
tires  —  and  it  a))pears  t(j  me  that,  as  the  agreement  lias  been  acted 
upon  so  long,  all  reasonalde  intendments  ought  to  l)e  made  l.»y  the 
Court  in  its  support  —  and  that  is,  to  treat  this  amount  of  stock 
as  struck  out  on  both  sides  of  the  agreement;  that  is  to  say,  both 
on  the  paying  side  and  on  the  receiving  side.  Tliis  would  leave 
the  rest  of  the  agreement,  and  what  has  been  done  thereunder, 
unaffected  and  unimpeachable  as  between  the  two  companies. 
With  regard  to  the  ancillary  suggestion  that  the  agreement  w.-.s 
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unfair  or  improvident  because  it  purported  to  make  the  railway 
company  sell  the  stock  at  one  price  and  buy  it  back  at  a  greatly 
enhanced  one,  it  will  appear,  from  what  I  have  already  said,  that 
this  was  not  the  real  nature  of  the  arrangement,  though  I  agree  that 
the  wording  is  unfortunate  and  open  to  attack.  I  have  no  doubt 
the  parties  well  knew  that  the  limited  company  would,  as  of 
course,  avail  themselves  of  their  option  to  pay  the  £20,000  not  in 
cash,  but  in  stock,  and  pay  it  over  to  the  contractor,  and  made  the 
general  bargain  on  this  footing ;  and  on  the  fairness  of  the  bargain 
as  a  whole,  I  need  not  repeat  what  I  have  before  said. 

[His  Lordship  then  considered  certain  *  other  objections   [*  88] 
to  the  agreement  which  need  not  be  further  referred  to,  and 
concluded  by  deciding  that  the  action  failed,   and  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs.] 

The  plaintiff  Webb  ajipealed. 

Sir  H.  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  Buckley,  Q.  C. ,  and  Dunham,  for  the 
appellant,  cited  The  Ooregu7n  Gold-Mining  Coriipamj  of  India  v. 
Roper,  [1892]  A.  C.  125  ;  61  L.  J.  Ch.  337,  (No.  33,  p.  644,  post), 
and  The  West  Cornwall  Railwaij  v.  Moivatt,  17  L.  J.  Ch.  366. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  J.  Rigby,  Q.  C. ),  Xeville,  Q.  C. ,  and 
Kirby,  for  the  respondents,  ^^^ladcoat  Brothers  &  Co.,  cited  In  re 
TJte  Anglo- Da  nubia  II  Steam  Navigation  and  CoUierij  Company,  44 
L.  J.  Ch.  502  ;  L.  E. ,  20  Eq.  339,  and  In  re  La  Compagnie  Generah 
de  Bellegarde  {CeunphelVs  Case),  4  Ch.  D.  470  ;  Xo.  35,  p.  676,  post. 

G.  P.  Macdonell,  for  the  railway  company. 

Sir  H.  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  replied.  Cur.  adv.  ridt. 

LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  (on  July  27),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court  (LixDLEY,  L.  J.,  Lopes,  L.  J.,  A.  L.  Smith,  L.  J.)  as 
follows  :  — 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff,  a  holder  of  stock  in  the 
Shropsliire  Railway  Company,  against  a  decision  of  Mr.  Justice 
ROMER,  and  the  question  raised  by  the  appeal  is  whether  certain 
agreements  entered  into  between  the  defendants  and  Messrs. 
Whadcoat  in  June,  August,  and  December,  1890,  and  relating 
to  the  construction  or  completion  of  certain  railways,  ought  to 
be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  such  agreements  are  not  warranted 
by  the  Shropshire  Railways  Act,  1888.  [His  Lordship  then 
referred  to  the  formation  of  the  Potteries  Company  and  its  sub- 
sequent history,   and  to  the  Act  of   1881,   and  continued :]   It  is 
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impossible  to  read  this  Act  without  seeing  that  one  of  its  main 
objects  was  to  have  the  railway  re-opened  for  traffic,  and,  for  that 
purpose,  to  hav3  it  put  and  kept  in  a  proper  state  of  repair.     In 
April,  1882,  the  company  was   ordered  to  be  wound  up,   and  in 
]\larch,  1888,  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  undertaking  to  the 
promoters  of  the  Shropshire  Eailways  Company  was  entered  into. 
This    agreement   is    set   out   in    the   schedule    of   the    Shropshire 
Hallways  Act,   1888,    to  which  it  is  necessary  to  refer  at  some 
length.     Before  doing  so,  I  will  point  out  that  the  agreement  for 
sale  entered  into  by  the  liquidator  could  not  be  carried  out  without 
further  statutory    authority,    because    the   railway   company    who 
were  to  purchase  the  undertaking  of  the  Potteries  Company,  which 
its  li(piidator  was  empowered  to  sell,  had  not  l)een  itself  cieated, 
and  did  not,  in  fact,  exist.      The  Shropshire  IJailways  Act,  1S88, 
refers,  again,  to  tlie  state  of  the  Potteries  Company,  to  the  closing 
of  its  railways  and  branches  in  1880,  and  to  the  Act  of  1881  and 
the  proceedings  under  it;  and  then  follow  recitals,  which  I  will 
read.      [His  Lordship  read  the  recitals  in  the  Act  of  1888,  and 
continued :]  Here,  again,  we  iind  the  re-opening  of  the  Potteries 
Kailway  for  public  traffic  one  of  the  main  objects  sought  to  be 
attained  by  the  Legislature.      The  means  of  attaining  this  end  were 
the  formation  of  a  company  to  carry  out  the  scheduled  agreement. 
The  Act  accordingly  incorporates  by  section  4  a  new  company  (tlie 
defendant  company),  and  makes  the  scheduled  agreement  binding 
on  it  (section  5) ;  but  tlie  liquidator  is  empowered  to  accept  fully 
paid-up  stock  in  the  new  company  instead  of  cash,  as  under  the 
Act  of  1881.      But  the  costs  and  expenses  of  obtaining  land  are 
not  to  be  paid  in  stock  unless  the  payees  are  content  to  take  it 
instead  of  cash,   as  provided  by  section  5.      [His  Lordship  read 
the  section.  ]     Passing  over  those  sections  which  relate  to  the  con- 
struction and  completion  of  works,  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the 
financial   powers   of    the   new  company.      For    financial    purposes 
the  new  company's  undertaking  is  divided  into  two,  ^namely, 
the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking  and  "the   Market    Ihayton 
separate  undertaking"  (sections  14  and   1-5).     The  former  only  has 
to  1)6  considered  in  this  case.     Its  capital  is  not  to  exceed  Xl'oO.OOO, 
consisting  cif   fully  ])ai(l-up  stock  to  such   nomiunl  amount  not  ex- 
ceeding the  above  sum  as  may  be  necessary  or  convenient  for  the 
company  to  create  and  issue  for  the  ynirposes  of,  and  in  accordance 
with,  the  scheduled  agreement  (section  15).     In  addition,   how- 
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ever,  to  this  fully  paid-up  stock,  the  company  is  empowered 
(by  *  section  27)  to  borrow,  on  mortgage  of  the  Shrewsbury  [*  89] 
separate  undertaking,  any  sum  not  exceeding  £100,000, 
"  when  and  so  soon  as  the  Potteries  Eailway  shall  have  been  trans- 
ferred to  and  vested  in  the  company  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  and  of  the  Act  of  1881. "  By  section  30,  debenture  stock  may 
be  issued  instead  of  mortgages.  So  far,  the  funds  at  the  disposal 
of  the  company  for  the  purposes  which  have  to  be  considered  in 
this  case  are,  first,  £350,000  fully  paid-up  stock,  and  secondly, 
£100,000  debentures  or  debenture  stock;  but  thei^e  is  nothing  in 
the  Act  relating  to  the  rate  of  interest  or  dividends  which  these 
funds  may  bear,  nor  to  the  price  at  which  they  may  be  issued. 
Nor,  so  far,  is  there  anything  in  the  Act  to  preclude  the  company 
from  raising  money  by  whichever  mode  is  most  convenient,  nor 
anything  to  prevent  the  company  horn  applying  the  money  raised 
in  any  way  they  think  proper  :  provided  only  that  they  apply  it 
for  purposes  of  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking,  and  that 
alone.  But  section  31  goes  on  to  say  how  these  moneys  are  to  be 
applied.  [His  Lordship  read  the  section,  and  continued  :]  Now  it 
will  be  observed  that,  although  the  Act  says  that  the  money  raised 
by  debenture  stock  or  mortgages  shall  be  applied  only  in  making 
certain  payments,  there  is  no  restriction  on  the  application  of  the 
capital  stock  except  that  it  must  be  confined  to  the  purposes  of 
the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking.  Moreover,  as  regards  the 
debenture  stock  or  mortgages,  the  general  words  at  the  end  of 
section  31,  clause  a,  authorise  the  company  to  apply  money 
borrowed  not  only  for  the  purposes  previously  specified,  but 
also  otherwise  for  the  purposes  of  the  Shrewsbury  separate  under- 
taking. The  only  other  provisions  relating  to  this  subject  are 
to  be  found  in  clauses  4  and  5  of  the  agreement  in  the  schedule. 
[His  Lordship  read  the  clauses  in  the  agreement  above  set  out, 
and  proceeded :]  The  appellant  contends  that  under  these  Acts 
and  the  agreement  the  company  have  no  power  to  raise  money  by 
the  sale  of  fully  paid-up  capital  stock  of  the  company,  or,  at  all 
events,  no  power  to  issue  such  capital  for  less  than  its  full 
nominal  value,  and  no  power  to  pay  for  completing  their  rail- 
ways and  putting  them  into  proper  repair  and  condition  by  means 
of  capital  stock.  It  is  further  contended  that  the  company  cannot 
issue  debenture  stock  or  mortgages  for  less  than  their  nominal 
value,  or,  at  all  events,  without  fixing  its  price.      "We  are  unable 
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to  adopt  any  of  these  conclusions.  As  regards  the  fully  paid-up 
stock,  there  is  no  principle  or  authority  for  saying  that  a  company 
guverned  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  and 
the  Acts  amending  it,  cannot  issue  fully  paid  up  stock  for  what 
they  can  get  for  it.  Fully  paid-up  stock  is  very  different  from 
shares  liable  to  calls.  Whether  shares  in  companies  governed  by 
the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  and  liable  to  calls,  can 
be  issued  at  a  discount  need  not  be  decided  on  the  present  occa- 
sion. But  the  holders  of  stock  issued  as  fully  paid-up  under 
statutory  powers  are  under  no  liability  to  creditors,  and  can 
have  no  calls  made  upon  them.  The  Companies  Acts,  1862, 
and  1867,  have  no  application  either  to  companies  governed  by 
the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  or  to  fully  paid- 
up  stock  issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  special  Act  incor- 
porating it.  Tliere  is  nothing  in  law  to  prevent  a  company  from 
issuing  such  stock  for  cash,  or  in  payment  for  land  bought,  or 
materials  provided,  or  for  work  and  labour,  or  in  payment  of 
services, — nothing  ultra  vires  in  an  agreement  by  the  company 
to  pay  for  such  things  in  fully  paid-up  stock  taken  at  such  a  price 
as  the  company  and  those  dealing  with  them  can  agree  upon. 
"Whether  directors  can  in  any  particular  case  be  made  personally 
responsible  for  wasting  the  assets  of  the  company,  by  issuing  fully 
paid-up  stock  for  less  than  its  market  value,  is  a  very  different 
matter.  Similar  observations  apply  to  the  issue  of  debentures  or 
mortgages ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  distinction  attempted  to  be 
drawn  between  borrowing  money  on  mortgage  and  raising  money 
on  mortgage,  we  can  find  nothing  in  this  Act  of  1888  which 
introduces  any  special  restriction  on  the  power  given  to  raise 
money  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  by  creating  and  issuing  mort- 
gages or  debenture  stock.      The  authorities  which  show  that  the 

debentures  can  be  issued  at  a  discount  —  for  example, 
[*  90]  *  CinnpheU's   Case  —  are,   in  our  opinion,   as  applicable  to 

this  company  as  to  companies  governed  by  the  Companies 
Act,  1862,  to  which  tho.se  decisions  more  particularly  relate.  Of 
course,  if  the  .special  Act  of  1888  had  prohibited  the  issue  of  the 
fully  paid-up  capital  for  any  particular  purpose,  the  company 
could  not  lawfully  issue  it  for  that  jjurpose.  But  we  can  find  no 
prttliibition  against  the  issue  of  jiaid-uj)  caj)ital  for  any  purpo.se 
of  the  Shrewsbury  separate  undertaking.  Tt  would  be  to  im})Ose 
upon  the  company  a  restriction  not  to  be  found  in  the  Act,  and  in 
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the  result  to  defeat  one  of  the  main  objects  of  the  Act,  if  we  were 
to  hold  that  the  company  could  not  issue  its  fully  paid-up  stock 
for  the  purpose  amongst  other  things  of  doing  what  might  be 
necessary  for  re-opening  the  Potteries  Eailway  to  public  traffic. 
This  conclusion  really  disposes  of  this  appeal.  The  agreement 
sought  to  be  set  aside  cannot  be  held  ultra  vires  the  company,  if 
the  Act  of  1888  is  construed,  as  we  are  of  opinion  it  ought  to  be 
construed,  not  narrowly  as  contended  by  the  appellant,  but  fairly 
with  reference  to  its  declared  objects,  and  if  the  law  relating  to 
the  issue  of  fully  paid-up  stock  and  of  mortgages  or  debenture 
stock  is  what  we  have  stated  it  to  be.  We  forbear,  therefore,  to 
examine  those  agreements  in  detail.  The  short  eflect  of  them  is 
that  the  Shropshire  Eailways  Company  were  to  be  financed  by 
Whadcoat  Brothers  (Limited),  who  are  bankers.  By  the  first 
agreement  of  the  3rd  of  June,  1890,  the  l)ankers  were  to  jjay  to 
the  company  £79,500,  £20,000  of  which  might  be  in  stock  of  the 
company.  The  company,  on  the  other  hand,  were  to  pay  to  the 
bankers  £173,200  in  debentures  and  fully  paid-up  stock, — that 
is,  £90,200  in  debentures  to  be  issued  under  the  Act  of  1880, 
£53,000  in  fully  paid-up  stock,  and  £30,000  in  other  debentures, 
for  leave  to  create  which  application  was  to  be  made  to  Parlia- 
ment. If  authority  could  not  be  obtained  to  issue  them,  cash  was 
to  be  paid  to  the  bankers  instead  of  them.  By  the  second  agree- 
ment of  the  1st  of  August,  1890,  £5000  in  debentures  and 
£5000  stock  were  to  be  paid  to  the  bankers  in  consideration  of 
their  paying  £5000  earlier  than  they  agreed  to  do,  and  not 
against  engineer's  certificates  as  previously  agreed.  By  the  third 
agreement,  on  the  10th  of  December,  1890,  a  further  modification 
of  the  agreement  of  June  was  made,  and  further  payments  were 
to  be  made  to  the  bankers  for  further  accommodation  by  them. 
It  is  obvious  from  these  agreements  that  the  payments  to  be  made 
by  the  railway  company  to  the  bankers  in  capital  stock  and 
debentures  were  calculated  upon  the  footing  that  the  capital 
stock  and  debentures  were  worth  very  much  less  than  their 
nominal  value.  We  were  told  that  they  w^ere  issued  at  a  discount 
of  something  like  sixty  per  cent.  Onerous,  however,  as  these 
terms  apparently  were,  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  they 
were  the  best  terms  which  could  be  made  under  the  circumstances, 
and  under  the  difficulties  with  which  the  company  had  to  grap- 
ple.     On  this  part  of  the  case  we  cannot  usefully  add  anything 


400  COKPOUATION.  —  TAKT    II. 

No.  15.  r-  Webb  v.  Shropshire  Railways  Company,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  90,  91.  —  Notes. 


to  the  observations  of  Mr.  Justice  IiOMEK.  A  innut  was  made 
that  the  company  agreed  first  to  sell  and  then  to  re-purchase 
£20,000  of  its  own  stock,  which,  it  was  urged,  was  plainly  tcKra 
vires.  The  answer,  however,  is  that  no  such  purchase  was  really 
contemplated,  nor  has  the  company  in  fnct  purchased  its  own 
stock.  The  £20,000  have  gone  to  the  contractor  through  the 
bankers.  Even  if  the  agreement  as  to  the  £20,000  had  been 
to  the  effect  suggested,  so  that  the  agreement  might  have  been 
set  aside  on  this  ground  before  it  had  been  acted  upon,  yet,  if  in 
point  of  fact  the  agreement  has  been  carried  out  without  any  pur- 
chase by  the  company  of  its  own  stock,  the  'Court  could  not 
afterwards  usefully  or  properly  interfeie.  The  attack  on  the 
agreement,  so  far  as  it  is  based  on  this  ground,  would  be  tuo 
late  even  if  it  might  have  succeeded  earlier.  By  means  of  those 
agreements,  the  company  have  in  fact  purchased  and  acquired  the 
undertaking  of  the  Potteries  Company,  and  have  put  the  railways 
of  that  company  into  good  working  order,  and  have  constructed 
part  of  the  new  railway  authorised  by  the  Act  of  1888.  It  is  true 
that  this  Act  of  1891  does  not  refer  to  the  impeached  agreements, 
and  cannot  be  relied  on  as  confirming  them.      It  would,  however, 

be  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  set  those  agree- 
[*  91]  ments  aside  *  now  on  any  terms  which  would  be  just  and 

equitable.  But,  assuming  that  this  difficulty  could  be  sur- 
mounted, and  apart  altogether  from  it,  we  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  agreements  were  not  ultra  vires,  and  the 
appeal  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

EXOLISII   NOTES. 

This  case  must  be  viewed  in  contrast  to  the  case  decided  by  the 
House  of  Lords  under  the  Companies  Act  1862,  of  The  Oarer/ urn  Gold 
Mining  Company  v.  Boper,  No.  33,  p.  644,  2)ost.  In  effect  the  learned 
lords,  as  well  as  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of  Re  Almada  and 
Tirito  Company.  AU.pn's  Case  (1888),  38  Ch.  D.  415.  57  L.  J.  Ch. 
706,  59  L.  T.  1.59,  36  W.  E.  593,  construed  the  Act  of  1862  as  con- 
•taininj?  ]irovisi<uis  (not  contained  in  the  Act  of  1845)  implied!}'  pro- 
hibiting the  issue  of  shares  at  a  discount. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Unless  the  rights  of  creditors  intervene,  a  corporation,  having  issued  its 
stock  as  paid  up,  and  declared  it  so  to  be,  and  not  having  issued  it  gratui- 
tously or  fraudulently,  is  bound  by  that  agreement  to  the  stockholder,  whether 
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the  original  subscriber  or  a  subsequent  transferee.  "  Xo  call  could  have  been 
made  by  the  company  under  its  agreement  with  its  shareholders,  unless  to 
pay  its  creditors.  .  .  .  The  shares  were  issued  as  paid  up,  on  a  fail-  under- 
standing, and  that  bound  the  company."  Scovill  v.  Thayer,  105  United 
States,  1-13  ;  Brant  v.  Ehlen,  59  Maryland,  1. 

But  the  rule  is  different  in  this  country  where  the  rights  of  creditors  are 
involved.  "  This  doctrine,"  says  Mr.  Freeman,  in  a  note,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  309, 
"  seems  to  be  a  distinctively  American  one,  and  serves  to  explain  some  of  the 
differences  between  the  J)nglish  and  American  cases."  In  Sdovill  v.  Thayer, 
supra,  after  referring  to  the  English  doctrine,  the  Court  say :  "  But  the  doc- 
trine of  this  Com't  is  that  such  a  contract,  though  binding  on  the  company, 
is  a  fraud  in  law  on  its  creditors,  which  they  can  set  aside ;  that  when  their 
rights  intervene,  and  their  claims  are  to  be  satisfied,  the  stockholders  can  be 
required  to  pay  their  stock  in  full."  This  doctrine  seems  to  have  been  first 
announced  by  Judge  Story,  in  Wood  v.  Dummer,  3  Mason  (T.  S.  Sup.  Ct.), 
308,  and  Judge  Thompson  says  of  it  (Liability  of  Officers  and  Agents  of  Cor- 
porations, p.  398  et  seq.)  :  "  It  has  been  subsequently  acted  upon  by  many 
American  coui-ts  and  disputed  by  none."  •'  This  invention  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  that  the  du-ectors  of  corporations  are  trustees  in  equity  for  the  cor- 
porate c]-editors,  appears  to  have  been  pushed  to  an  absurd  extent  by  some  of 
the  American  Judges ;  "  and  he  cites  as  "  expressing  the  generally  received 
view,"  althoiigh  obiter,  the  language  of  the  Court  in  P'lixz  v.  Spaunhorst,  67 
Missouri,  26-1 :  •'  Nothing  short  of  an  active  participancy  in  a  positively 
wrongful  act,  intendedly  and  du-ectly  operating  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party 
complaining,  will  give  origin  to  the  liability  as  above  indicated." 

In  3  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sect.  4150,  it  is  said :  "  In  some  cases  it 
has  been  said  that  the  directors  are  trustees  for  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, liecause  it  is  proper  that  they  should  be  protected  against  fi-audulent 
acts  on  the  part  of  the  directors  by  which  they  might  be  deprived  of  collect- 
ing their  debts  in  the  usual  way  against  the  corporation.  Cunningham  v. 
Pell,  5  Paige  Chancery  (Xew  York),  607.  But  statements  of  this  kind  are 
made  quite  gTiardedly.  Thus  the  du-ectors  are  said  to  be  trustees  of  the 
creditors  '  to  a  considerable  degree,'  Jackson  v.  Ludeling,  21  AYallace  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  624 ;  or  '  in  a  certain  sense,'  Bliss  v.  Matteson,  45  Xew  York,  26.  It 
is  also  said,  speaking  of  bank  directors,  that  they  are  not  trustees  in  a  tech- 
nical sense,  but  that  their  relation  to  the  corporation  is  rather  that  of  an 
agent  to  his  principal,  when  viewed  with  reference  to  the  right  of  creditors. 
Briggs  v.  Spaulding,  141  United  States,  132.  The  author  has  not  found  any 
English  case  which  formulates  the  American  '  trust  fund '  doctrine,  but  in  one 
case  in  that  count*-y  it  was  distinctly  denied.  Poole's  case.  9  Ch.  Div.  322." 
"  The  '  trust  fund '  doctrine  is  rather  to  be  regarded  as  a  mere  judicial  inven- 
tion, proceeding  from  the  fertile  brain  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  and  taken  up 
and  followed  by  all  American  com-ts  out  of  deference  to  the  authority  of  that 
eminent  judge  and  law  writer.  A  disposition  is  shown  in  some  recent  Ameri- 
can cases  to  limit  the  doctrine  to  the  case  of  insolvent  corporations." 

Ml-.  Morawetz  (Private  Corporations,  sects.  375,  589),  says  :  "  It  is  an  inflex- 
ible rule  that  shares  cannot  be*paid  up  for  less  than  their  value."     '*  A  reso- 
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lution  that  the  shares  issued  by  a  corporation  shall  he  deemed  paid-up  shares, 
althoutjjh  unanimously  adopted  in  corporate  meeting,  is  equally  insufficient  to 
eifect  its  purjiose.'  Citing  Upton  v.  Tnbilcock;  91  United  States,  48 ;  Slee  v. 
Bloom,  19  Johnson  (New  York),  456 ;  10  Am.  Dec.  273 ;  Osgood  &,•  Moss  v. 
King,  42  Iowa,  478 ;  Mann  v.  Cook,  20  Connecticut,  177  ;  Gill  v.  Balis,  72 
^Missouri,  424  ;  Woodfork  v.  Union  Bank,  3  Coldwell  (Tennessee),  501 ;  Boynton 
V.  Hatch,  47  Xew  York,  225.  See  also  Brant  v.  Ehlen,  59  Maryland,  1 ;  Gt. 
11'..  ^c.  Co.  V.  Gray,  122  Illinois,  630  :  Pittsburgh,  S)'c.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  41 
IVunsylvania  State.  .54.  The  ''  trust  fund  "  doctrine  is  generally  recognized 
liere.     Beach  on  PriA-ate  Corporations,  sect.  122. 

In  Upton  V.  Trihilcock,  supra,  the  Court  said :  "  Equally  unsound  is  the 
opinion  that  the  obligation  of  a  subscriber  to  pay  his  subscription  niay  be 
released  or  sm-rendered  to  him  by  the  trustees  of  the  company.  This  has 
})een  often  attempted,  but  never  successfully.  The  capital  paid  in  and 
promised  to  be  paid  in,  is  a  fund  which  the  trustees  cannot  squander  or  give 
away.  They  are  boimd  to  call  in  what  is  unpaid  and  carefully  to  husband  it 
when  received."     See  Camden  v.  Stuart,  144  United  States,  104. 

In  Van  Colt  v.  Van  Brunt,  82  New  York,  .535,  it  was  held  that  where  a  con- 
tractor was  paid  for  building  a  railroad  by  the  issue  of  fully -paid  up  stock,  it 
must  be  deemed  so  by  creditors,  although,  the  par  value  had  not  been  re- 
ceived by  the  company,  and  the  contractor  was  not  liable  for  the  balance. 
This  decision  is  strongly  disapproved  by  Mr.  Morawetz.  (Private  Corpora^ 
tions,  sect.  589,  note.)  Mr.  Beach  approves  the  doctrine  that  "persons  re- 
ceiving full  paid  .shares  of  a  company  for  property  accepted  at  an  overvaluation  " 
are  not  liable  to  creditors  for  the  difference,  if  the  transaction  was  in  good 
faith.  1  Private  Corporations,  sect.  120,  citing  Scovill  v.  Thayer,  105  United 
States,  143.  and  Van  Cntt  v.  Van  Brunt,  supra.  See  Whitehill  v.  Jacobs,  75 
"Wiscon.sin,  474;   Gmnhle  v.  Queen's  County  Water  Co.,  123  New  York,  01. 

Mr.  Cook  (Stock  and  Stockholders,  sects.  29  et  seq.)  points  out  that  the 
American  rule  differs  from  the  English  as  to  corporate  creditors,  and  does  not 
warrant  the  issue  of  stock  l)elow  par.  At  sect.  43  he  ob.serves :  "  The  prin- 
ciple of  law  that  the  capital  stock  of  a  company  is  a  trust  fund,  to  be  pre- 
served for  the  benefit  of  corporate  creditors,  is  a  distinctively  American 
doctrine,  and  has  never  been  recognized  in  England."  See  Hospes  v.  N.  W. 
Mmnif.  Co.,  48  Minnesota,  174;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  637;  Gogebic  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Iron  C.  M.  Co  ,  78  Wisconsin,  427;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  417  ;  Barron  v.  Paine, 
83  Maine,  312;  Ailing  v.  Wenzel,  133  Illinois,  264;  Perry  v.  Tuskaloosa,  Sfc. 
Oil  Co.,  93  Alabama,  364 ;  Hightnwer  v.  Thornton,  8  Georgia,  486 ;  52  Am. 
Dec.  412  ;  Thompson  v.  Reno  Sav.  Bank,  10  Nevada.  103;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  797; 
T'^nion  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Frear  Sinne  Manuf.  Co.,  07  Illinois,  537;  37  Am.  Rep. 
129;  Hawleyy.  Upton,  102  United  States,  314.  In  Gamble  \.  Queen's  County 
Water  Co.,  123  New  York,  91 ;  9  Lawyers'  Reports  Annotated,  527,  it  was 
held  that  a  corporation  might  issue  its  bonds  at  less  than  par  for  money  or 
jiroperty  required  for  its  use. 

Subscribers  to  stock  of  a  gas  company  issued  in  good  faith  partly  for  prop- 
*rtv  purchased  by  it  and  the  balance  as  paid-up  stock,  the  proceeds  of  which 
arp  used  as  working  capital,  are  not  liable  for  further  payment,  although  the 
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property  proves  to  be  of  very  small  value,  and  in  the  sale  of  the  property  a 
clumsy  device  was  resorted  to,  calculated  to  excite  suspicion.  American  Tube 
^-  I.  Co.  V.  Hays,  165  Pennsylvania  State,  489. 

In  Gof/ebic  Inv.  Co.  v.  Iro7i  Chief  M.  Co.  supra,  the  court  having  cited 
Upton  V.  Tribilcock,  91  United  States,  45,  and  Sanger  v.  Upton,  Ibid.  60, 
observe :  "  Under  the  rule  stated  in  these  opinions,  that  the  capital  stock  of 
the  corporation  is  an  asset  of  the  corporation,  held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  and  its  creditors  when  bankrupt,  it  follows  logically  that 
when  the  corporation  disjioses  of  this  stock  for  a  wholly  inadequate  consid- 
eration, it  is  as  much  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the  corporation  as  though 
the  corporation  had  disposed  of  any  of  its  other  debts  due  to  the  corporation 
for  a  wholly  inadequate  consideration.  It  differs  fi-om  the  other  tangible 
assets  of  the  corporation,  as  between  the  creditors  of  the  corporation  and 
the  stockholders,  in  this,  that  when  the  tangible  assets  of  the  corporation  are 
fraudulently  conveyed,  the  creditor  can  only  take  the  property  so  conveyed 
in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  but  cannot  compel  the  fraudulent  vendee  to  pay 
the  creditor's  debt  unless  he  has  disposed  of  the  property  fraudulently  re- 
ceived by  him,  and  in  that  event  he  must  account  for  what  he  has  received 
for  it,  or  for  its  ,fair  value  ;  but  the  fraudulent  holder  of  stock,  under  the 
common  law  and  under  our  statute,  becomes  liable  to  the  creditors  for  the  par 
value  of  the  stock  less  what  he  has  paid  for  it  to  the  corporation."  "  In  the 
case  at  bar  the  facts  stated  in  the  comjilaint  show  that  nearly  all  the  capital 
stock  of  the  corporation  was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  stockholders  named 
in  the  complaint  for  a  nominal  consideration,  and  the  presumption  of  the  law 
is  that  the  transfer  of  the  stock  is  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  that  as  to  such  creditors  the  parties  to  whom  the  stock  was  issued 
nmst  be  held  liable  to  a  further  payment  upon  their  stock  to  the  par  value 
thereof,  if  it  be  necessary  to  make  such  further  payment  to  satisfy  the  debts 
of  the  corporation." 

In  Hospes  v.  Northwestern  Manuf.  Co.,  supra,  while  the  Court  recognize  the 
rigiit.s  of  creditors  as  against  holders  of  paid-up  shares  not  fully  paid  up,  yet 
they  decline  to  accept  the  so-called  "  trust-fund  "  doctrine  on  which  it  has 
usually  been  founded,  and  put  the  right  on  the  ground  of  fraud  alone.  They 
observe  :  — 

'•  Another  proposition  which  we  think  must  be  sound  is,  that  creditors  can 
not  recover  on  the  ground  of  contract  when  the  corporation  could  not.  Their 
right  to  recover  in  such  cases  must  rest  on  the  ground  that  the  acts  of  the 
stockholders  with  reference  to  the  corporate  capital  constitutes  a  fraud  on 
their  rights.  We  have  here  a  case  where  the  contract  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  the  takers  of  the  shares  was  specific  that  the  shares  should  not  be 
paid  for.  Therefore,  unlike  many  of  the  ca'fees  cited,  there  is  no  ground  for 
implying  a  promise  to  pay  for  them.  The  parties  have  explicitly  agreed  that 
there  shall  be  no  such  implication,  by  agreeing  that  the  stock  shall  not  be 
paid  for.  In  such  a  case  the  creditors  undoubtedly  may  have  rights  superior 
to  the  corporation,  but  these  rights  cannot  rest  on  the  implication  that  the 
shareholder  agreed  to  do  something  directly  contrary  to  his  real  agreement, 
but  must  be  based  on  tort  or  fraud,  actual  or  presumed. 
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"  It  is  settled  that  an  equity  in  favour  of  a  creditor  does  not  ari.se  absolutely 
and  in  every  case  to  have  the  holder  of  '  bonus '  stock  pay  for  it  contrary  to 
his  actual  contract  with  the  corporation.  Thus  no  such  equity  exists  in  favour 
of  one  whose  debt  was  contracted  prior  to  the  issue,  since  he  could  not  have 
trusted  the  company  upon  the  faith  of  such  stock.  Fir^t  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gw^tin, 
etc.  Mining  Co.  42  Minn.  327;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  510;  Coit  v.  Gold  Atnulguinai- 
ing  Co.,  119  U.  S.  ;3l:5;  Hundleij  v.  Stutz,  1:59  U.  S.  417,  435.  It  does  not  exist 
in  favour  of  a  subse(}uent  creditor  who  has  dealt  with  the  corporation  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  arrange'inent  by  which  the  '  bonus  '  stock  was  issued  ; 
for  a  man  cannot  be  defrauded  by  that  which  he  knows  w^hen  he  acts.  Firnt 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Gustin,etc.  Mining  Co.,  42  Minn.  327  ;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  510.  It 
has  also  been  held  not  to  exist  where  stock  has  been  issued  and  turned  out 
at  its  full  market  value  to  pay  corporate  debts.  Clark-  v.  Bever,  139  U.  S.  9(). 
The  same  has  been  held  to  be  the  case  where  an  active  coiporation,  whose 
original  capital  has  been  impaired,  for  the  purpose  of  recuperating  itself, 
issues  new  stock,  and  sells  it  on  the  market  for  the  best  price  obtainabl(>. 
but  for  less  than  par,  Handley  v.  Stutz,  139  U.  S.  417;  although  it  is  difficult 
to  perceive,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  authorizing  such  a  thing  (of  which 
every  one  dealing  with  the  corporations  is  bound  to  take  notice),  any  differ- 
ence between  the  original  stock  of  a  new  corporation,  and  additional  stock 
issued  by  a  '  going  concern.' 

"  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  explain  or  reconcile  these  cases  upon 
the  '  trust-fund '  doctrine,  or,  in  the  light  of  them,  to  predicate  the  liability  of 
the  stockholder  upon  that  doctrine.     But  by  putting  it  upon  the  ground  of 
fraud,  and  apj^lying  the  old  and  familiar  rules  of  law  on  that  subject  to  the 
peculiar  nature  of  a  corporation   and  the  relation  which  its  stockholders  bear 
to  it  and  to  the  public,  we  have  at  once  rational  and  logical  ground  on  which 
to  stand.     The  capital  of  a  corporation  is  the  basis  of  its  credit.     It  is  a  sul>- 
stitute  for  the  individual  liability  of  those  who  own  its  stock.     People  deal 
with  it  and  give  it  credit  on  the  faith  of  it.     They  have  a  right  to  assume 
that  it  has  paid-in  capital  to  the  amount  wdiich  it  represents  itself  as  having ; 
and  if  they  give  it  credit  on  the  faith  of  that  representation,  aiul  if  the  repre- 
sentation is  false,  it  is  a  fraud  upon  them ;    and  in  case  the  corporation  be- 
comes insolvent,  the  law,  upon  the  plainest  principles  of  common  justice,  says 
to  the  delinquent  stockholder,  '  Make  that  representation  good  by  paying  for 
your  stock.'     It  certainly  cannot  require  the  invention  of  any  new  doctrine 
in  order  to  enforce  so  familiar  a  rule  of  equity.     It  is  the  misrepresentation 
of  fact  in  stating  the  amount  of  capital  to  be  greater  than  it  really  is  that  is 
the  true  basis  of  the  liability  of  the  stockholder  in  such  cases;  and  it  follows 
that  it  is  only  those  creditors  who  have  relic^l,  or  w  ho  can  fairly  be  presunu-d 
to  have  relied,  upon  the  professed  amount  of  ca[>ital,  in  whose  favour  the  law 
will  recognize  and  enforce  an  equity  against  the  holders  of  'bonus'  stock. 
This  furnishes  a  rational  and  uniform  rule,  to  which  familiar  principles  are 
easily  ai)iilied,  and  which  frees  the  sul)ject  from  many  of  the  difficulties  and 
apparent  inconsistencies  into  which  the  'trust-fund'  doctrine  has  involved  it  ; 
and  we  think  that  even  when  the  'trust-fund  '  doctrine  has  been  invoked,  tlie 
decision  in  almost  every  well-considered  case  is  readily  referable  to  sucli  a 
rule." 
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But  tliis  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  purchasers  from  subscribers  of  stock 
issued  as  full  paid,  where  they  have  bought  in  good  faith  and  without  notice 
that  it  was  not  full  paid.  2  Morawetz  on  Corporations,  sect.  83<J ;  note,  3 
Am.  St.  Hep.  820  ;  Brant  v.  Ehlen,  59  Maryland,  1.  In  the  last  case  the  Court 
observed  :  "  AVhere  shares  are  issued  by  the  company  to  the  subscriber  as 
full-paid  shares,  and  are  sold  by  the  subscriber  as  such,  there  is  no  ground  on 
\\  hich  a  promise  can  be  implied  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  without  notice, 
to  be  answerable,  either  to  the  company  or  its  creditors,  should  the  represen- 
tations on  the  faith  of  which  he  purchased  prove  to  be  false.  He  could  not 
be  held  liable  on  the  ground  of  contract,  because  he  never  agreed  to  purchase 
any  other  shares  than  full-paid  shares ;  and  if  it  be  said  that  the  shares  were 
fraudulently  issued,  he  could  not  be  held  liable  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  be- 
cause he  was  in  no  sense  a  party  tothe  fraud." 

Nor  does  the  doctrine  appl}'',  it  is  said,  in  cases  where  "  bonus  "  stock  is  issued 
to  one  who  was  not  a  subscriber.  Tn  Chrhtenstnn  v.  Eiio,  106  New  York,  97, 
the  Court  said  :  "  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  liability  of  subscribers  on  un- 
paid stock  subscriptions  constitutes  an  asset  of  tJie  corporation,  which  cannot 
be  surrendered  or  given  up  by  the  corporation,  without  consideration,  to  the 
prejudice  of  creditors.  .  .  .  Assuming  that  the  transaction  as  to  the  company 
was  ultrn  rires,  or  that  it  could  not  give  away  its  shares,  the  transaction  in 
that  view  was  simply  a  nullity,  and  Eno  got  nothing  as  against  any  one  en- 
titled to  question  tlip  transaction.  But  it  did  not  convert  him  into  a  debtor 
of  the  company  for  the  forty  percent.  He  entered  into  no  contract  to  pay  it. 
He  has  received  nothing  on  account  of  the  twenty-five  .shares,  and  it  is  not 
claimed  that  the  charter  in  terms  imposes  the  liability  claimed.  The  imissued 
shares  of  a  corporation  are  not  assets.  When  issued  they  represent  a  propor- 
tionate interest  in  the  shareholder  in  the  corporate  property,  —  an  interest 
however  subordinate  to  the  claims  of  creditors.  .  .  .  But  the  liability  of  a 
shareholder  to  pay  for  stock  does  not  arise  out  of  his  relation,  but  depends 
upon  his  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  upon  some  statute,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  either  of  these  grounds  of  liability,  we  do  not  perceive  how  a  person 
to  whom  shares  have  been  issued  as  a  gratuity  has,  by  accepting  them,  com- 
mitted anj'  wrong  upon  creditors,  or  made  himself  liable  to  pay  the  nominal 
face  of  the  shares  as  upon  a  subscription  or  contract.  Sej/mon?'  v.  Sfnrgess,  26 
N.  Y.  1?)!:;  fn  re  Western  Canada  Oil  Co.,  L.  B.,  1  Ch.  Div.  115:  Watcrhouse 
V.  Janiieson,  L.  B.,  2  H.  L.  (Sc),  29."  Judge  Thompson  denounces  this  deci- 
sion (1  Corporations,  §  1586,1587),  as  "contrary  to  all  sound  principles  "  and 
"  worthy  of  very  little  respect,"  and  as  to  Handley  v.  Stutz,  139  United  States, 
417,  he  says,  "  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  let  itself  down  to 
the  same  doctrine  in  holding  that  where  a  company  cannot  sell  its  bonds  at 
par,  without  giving  with  them  an  equal  amount  of  its  increased  stock,  and 
the  par  value  of  the  bonds  was  no  more  than  the  actual  value  of  both  stock 
and  bonds,  the  purchaser  cannot  be  compelled  by  creditors  of  the  corporation 
to  pay  the  par  value  of  the  stock."  Citing  the  analogous  decision  in  Morrow 
V.  NashiUe,  Sfc.  Co.,  87  Tennessee,  262  ;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  658. 

This  subject  is  discussed  with  great  learning  by  Judge  Thompson  (1  Cor- 
porations, §§  1562-1.598).     He  starts  with  the  general  proposition  that  shares 
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"  miLst  be  paid  for  at  their  full  value,"  and  that  there  is  "  no  power  in  direc- 
tors to  fix  price  of  stock  or  issue  it  for  less  than  face  value,"  and  that  tli<Mv 
is  "no  such  power  in  the  corporation  itself."  He  states  the  origin  and  i-c- 
views  the  progress  of  the  •'  trust  fund  doctrine,"  asserts  that  it  is  "  not  found 
iu  modern  English  books,"  and  calls  attention  to  the  difference  between  the 
mode  of  organization  of  corporations  in  this  comitry  and  iu  England,  tliey 
being  generally  authorized  in  this  country  to  luake  their  own  by-laws,  and 
having  very  little  power  of  this  kind  in  England ;  and  he  concludes  "  with 
great  confidence,  that  the  general  doctrine  is,  except  in  so  far  as  it  has  been 
shaken  iu  California  {Stein  v.  Howard,  65  Cal.  61(j),  Minnesota  {Hospes  v. 
Northw.  Man.,  &,c.  Co.,  48  Minn.  174),  New  York  (Christenson  v.  Eno,  Kxi 
X.  Y.  97;  GO  Am.  Rep.  429;  Chrislensen  v.  Quintard,  29  X.  Y.  St.  Rep'r,  01), 
and  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  ."^tates  {Ihtmlley  v.  Stutz,  139  U.  S,, 
417).  that  any  agreement,  secret  or  otherwise,  between  the  corporation  and 
its  shareholders,  that  its  shares  shall  not  be  paid  in  full,  though  po.ssibly  good 
as  between  the  corporation  and  shareholders,  is  void  as  to  creditors  of  the  coi- 
poration  in  the  event  of  its  insolvency."  The  cases  in  the  Fedeial  Supreme 
Court  criticised  by  Judge  Thompson  may  be  stated  as  follows  : — 

In  the  late  case  of  Bruuer  v.  Brown,  139  Indiana,  600,  the  Court  observeil : 
'■We  i-ecognize  the  following  well-settled  principles:  (1)  The  capital  stock 
of  a  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  its  creditors.  Sawi/er  v. 
Hoag,  17  Wall.  610;  Upton  v.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  4.5;  Sanger  v.  Upton,  id. 
56;    Morgan  Co.  v.  Allen,  103  U.  S.  498;   Jackson  v.    Traer,  64   Iowa,  46!). 

(2)  Capital  stock,  being  a  trust  fund,  may  be  followed  by  creditors,  in  any 
coiu-t  of  equity,  into  the  hands  of  any  person  who  is  not  a  bona  Jide  purchaser 
thereof  for  value  witliout  notice,  and  such  person  may  be  held  as  trustee  to 
the  extent  of  the  trust  fund  in  his  hands.  Wood  v.  Dummer,  3  Mason,  3()S- 
312;    Curran  v.  Arkansas,   15  How.  304;    Taylor  v.  Bowker,  111    U.   S.   llo. 

(3)  A  simulated  payment  of  stock  is  not  valid  as  against  creditors.  Wether- 
bee  V.  Baker,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  501.  (4)  The  directors  of  a  corporation  have  no 
power  to  release  a  subscriber  to  its  capital  stock,  to  the  prejudice  of  its  credi- 
tors. Burke  v.  Smith,  16  Wall.  390  ;  Rider  v.  Morrison,  54  Md  429  ;  Railro'ul 
Co.  V.  Bowser,  48  Pa.  St.  29;  Hawley  v.  Upton,  102  U.  S.  314;  Webster  v. 
Upton,  91  U.  S.  65.  (5)  An  agreement  between  a  corporation  and  its  stock- 
holders that  the  stock  shall  be  considered  fully  paid  and  non-assessible  is 
binding  on  the  corporation,  and  estops  it  from  making  any  further  calls  on 
the  stocklKjlders.  lint  if  the  cor])oration  becomes  insolvent  such  agreement 
does  not  estop  unsatisfied  judgment  creditors  of  the  corporation  from  sub- 
jecting the  unpaid  balance  on  the  stock  to  the  payment  of  their  judgments. 
Scoria  V.  Thayer.  105  U.  S.  143;  Drury  v.  Cross,  7  Wall.  299;  Jackson  v. 
Ludeling,  21  Wall.  616." 

In  Coleman  v.  Howe,  1.54  Illinois,  458,  it  was  held;  1.  The  capital  stock 
of  an  insolvent  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  ])ayment  of  its  debts,  con- 
sisting not  oidyof  the  paid-in  capital,  but  of  that  which  the  shareholder  has 
promised  to  pay  in.     Citing  Upton  v.  Tribilcock,  supra. 

2.  Persons  taking  corporate  stock  issued  to  promoters  as  paid-u])  by  proi>- 
erty  fraudulently  overvalued,  at  50  cents  on  the  dollar,  under  a  scheme   by 
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which  the  promoters  surrender  it  to  the  corporation  and  new  stock  is  issued 
to  the  purchasers  whose  names  are  entered  on  the  stock  book  as  original 
subscribers,  are  liable  as  original  subscribers  for  the  unpaid  portion  of  the 
stock. 

3.  A  purchaser  of  corporate  stock  issued  as  paid  up,  with  notice  that  it 
has  not  been  paid,  is  under  the  same  liability  for  the  unpaid  portion  as  the 
seller  or  assignor.     Citing  Jackson  v.  Truer,  64  Iowa,  -169. 

4.  A  purchaser  or  assignee  of  corporate  stock  which  has  not  been  fully 
paid  does  not  become  liable  to  the  corporate  creditors  for  the  unpaid  balance, 
where  the  stock  was  issued  as  fully  paid-up  and  he  has  acquired  it  in  good 
faith  and  without  notice  that  it  was  not  fully  paid.  The  Court  said  :  "  The 
courts  have  inflexibly  enforced  the  rule  that  payment  of  stock  subscriptions 
is  good  as  against  creditors  only  when  payment  has  been  made  in  money,  or 
what  may  be  fairly  considered  as  money's  worth  Wetherhee  v.  Baker,  35 
N.  J.  Eq.  501.  Some  of  the  cases  hold  that  overvaluation  will  not  render 
the  stockholder  liable  for  the  difference  between  tlie  actual  and  accepted 
values  unless  there  is  an  affirmative  proof  of  fraud  aliumle.  But  other  cases 
hold  what  we  regard  as  the  better  view,  namely,  that  where  property,  whose 
value  is  well  known,  or  can  be  easily  learned,  is  taken  at  an  exaggerated  esti- 
mate, a  strong  presumption  is  raised  that  the  valuation  is  not  in  good  faitli 
and  is  made  for  a  fraudulent  purpose.  This  presumption  will  be  conclusive 
unless  rebutted  by  satisfactory  evidence  explanatory  of  the  apparent  fraud. 
Where  the  overvaluation  is  so  great  that  the  fraudulent  intent  appears  on  its 
face,  and  is  not  explained,  the  com't  will  hold  it  to  be  fraudulent  as  matter 
of  law."  Citing  1  Cook  on  Stock,  &c.  §47;  Boynton  v.  Andreivs,  63  Xew 
York,  93  ;  Douglass  v.  Ireland,  73  ibid.  100  ;   Ongaod  v.  Kinrj,  42  Iowa,  478. 

"  But  where  the  charter  authorizes  capital  stock  to  be  paid  in  property, 
and  the  shareholders  honestly  and  in  good  faith  put  in  property  instead  of 
money,  in  payment  of  their  subscriptions,  third  parties  have  no  ground  of 
complaint.  The  case  is  very  different  from  that  in  which  subscriptions  are 
payable  in  cash,  and  where  only  a  part  of  the  instalments  has  been  paid. 
In  that  case  there  is  still  a  debt  due  to  the  corporation,  which,  if  it  become 
insolvent,  may  be  sequestered  in  equity  by  the  creditors  as  a  trust  fund  liable 
to  the  payment  of  their  debts.  But  where  full-paid  stock  is  issued  for  prop- 
erty received,  there  must  be  actual  fraud  in  the  transaction  to  enable  the 
creditors  to  call  the  stockholders  to  account.  A  gross  and  obvious  overvalu- 
ation of  property  would  be  strong  evidence  of  fraud."  Colt  v.  Gold  Amal- 
gamating Co.,  119  United  States,  343  ;  citing  Boynton  v.  Hatch,  47  Xew  York, 
•J25  ;  Van  Cott  v.  Van  Brunt,  82  ibid.  535 :  Ca7-r  v.  Le  Fevre,  27  Pennsylvania 
State,  413.  Precisely  the  same  doctrine  is  found  in  Coffin  v.  Ransdell,  110 
Indiana,  417,  .citing  the  Coit  case,  and  Mr.  Cook's  statement  (Stock,  &c.  §  47), 
that  the  transaction  is  binding  "unless  there  is  an  overvaluation  and  tlie 
overvaluation  is  shown  to  have  been  fraudulent." 

One  who  obtains  full-paid  stock  in  a  corporation  as  the  price  of  property 
conveyed  to  the  latter  such  as  is  needed  by  it  in  the  operation  of  its  business 
is  not  liable  for  further  payment  on  such  stock,  until  it  is  shown  that  the 
property  conveyed  is  not  reasonably  worth  the  par  value  of  the  stock.  Kelley 
V.  Fletcher,  94  Term.  1. 
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In  Clark  v.  Bever,  139  United  States,  96,  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany, indebted  to  a  construction  company,  and  not  having  the  ability  to  pay 
its  debt  in  money,  might  lawfully  pay  it  ii)  its  stock  at  twenty  cents  on  the 
dollar,  the  stock  then  having  no  value  in  the  market.  The  Court  reviewed 
its  decisions  upon  the  "  trust  fund  "  doctrine,  and  distinguished  this  case  from 
them,  observing :  '-  In  all  of  these  cases,  except  one,  there  was  an  actual  sub- 
scription of  a  given  amount.  They  were  cases  of  promises  to  pay  the  com- 
pany the  amount  subscribed,  not  of  sales  by  it,"  and  conclude  :  "  To  say  that 
a  public  corporation,  charged  witli  public  duties,  may  not  i-elieve  itself  from 
embarrassment  by  paying  its  debt  in  stock  at  its  real  value  —  there  being  no 
statute  forbidding  such  a  ti'ausaction  —  without  subjecting  the  creditor  sur- 
rendering his  debt,  to  the  liability  attaching  to  stockholders  who  have  agreed, 
expressly  or  impliedly,  to  pay  the  face  value  of  stock  subscribed  by  them,  is 
in  effect  either  to  compel  them  to  suspend  operations  the  moment  they  be- 
come unable  to  pay  their  current  debts,  or  to  borrow  money  secured  by  mort- 
gage upon  the  corporate  property."     This  was  unanimous. 

In  Fogg  v.  Blah-,  l;59  United  States,  118,  the  same  doctrine  was  reiterated 
in  effect,  the  Court  however  expressly  recognizing  the  doctrine  that  ''  unpaid 
subscriptions  to  the  stock  of  a  corporation  constitute  a  trust  fund  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  which  may  not  be  given  away  or  disposed  of  by  it  with- 
out consideration  or  fraudulently,  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors."  This  was 
unanimous. 

In  Handle//  v.  Stutz.  I'-V.)  United  States,  417,  it  was  held  that  a  corporation, 
finding  its  original  corporation  impaired,  may  for  the  purpose  of  recuperating 
itself  and  of  producing  new  conditions  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  its 
business,  issue  new  stock  and  put  it  upon  the  market  and  sell  it  for  the  best 
price  that  can  be  obtained  ;  and  in  such  case  no  trust  in  favour  of  a  creditor 
arises  against  a  purchaser  who  in  good  faith  buys  it  for  less  than  par.  Again 
the  "  trust  fund  "  doctrine  is  approved,  the  Court  observing,  "  no  relaxation 
of  the  general  principle  has  been  admitted."  Citing  Stein  v.  Huward,  65 
California,  (JIG,  holding  that  bonus  stock  is  not  "  fictitious  "  stock  witliin  the 
phrase  of  the  State  Constitution.  The  Chikk  Justick  and  one  associate  dis- 
sented on  the  grormd  that  bonus  stock  is  void,  and  that  "  when  the  capital 
stock  of  a  coi-poration  has  become  impaired,  or  the  business  in  which  it  has 
engaged  has  become  so  unremunerative  as  to  call  for  a  change,  creditors  at 
large  may  well  denumd  that  experiments  at  rehabilitation  should  not  be  con- 
ducted at  their  risk.'"  On  the  other  hand,  the  Court  say,  "that  so  long  as  the 
transaction  is  bona  frle,  and  not  a  mere  cover  for  'watering'  tlie  stock,  and 
th<'  consideration  obtained  represents  the  actual  value  of  such  stock,  the 
Courts  have  shown  no  disposition  to  disturb  it.  Of  course  no  one  woTild  take 
stock  so  issued  at  a  greater  price  than  tlie  original  stock  could  be  jnirchased 
for,  and  hence  the  ability  to  negotiate  the  stock  and  to  raise  the  money  nmst 
depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the  ]iurcliaser  shall  or  sliall  not  be  called  upon 
to  respond  for  its  par  value." 

Of  this  last  group  of  cases  Judge  Thompson  says  (2  Corporations,  §  1666), 
"  that  while  not  professing  to  do  so,  they  overturn  all  former  rulings  of  the 
same  Court  in  respect  of  the  rights  of  the  creditors  of  corporations  against  the 
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holders  of  unpaid  shares,  and  totally  obliterate  the  doctrine  of  that  and  other 
American  Courts,  that  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is  a  trust  fund  for 
its  creditors."  Of  Clark  v.  Becer,  supra,  he  says  (§1665),  that  it  "in  its 
reasoning  goes  to  the  wild  length  of  holding  that  a  corporation  may,  so  far 
as  the  rights  of  its  creditors  are  concerned,  give  away  its  unissued  shares, 
provided  they  are  worthless  at  the  time." 

In  respect  to  the  first  two  of  this  group,  it  is  probable  that  Judge  Thomp- 
son's vigorous  criticism  will  not  be  generally  approved,  for  it  would  seem  a 
harsh  and  impolitic  application  of  the  "  trust  fund"  doctrine  to  hold  that  the 
consti'uction-creditor,  upon  whose  action  the  remedy  of  all  other  creditors 
depends,  should  be  the  only  one  made  to  suffer,  and  that  he  should  be  con- 
verted into  a  kind  of  cat's  paw  to  rake  the  fruit  out  of  the  fii-e  for  the  others. 
The  doctrine  of  bonus  stock  is  evidently  much  more  susceptible  of  a  fair  dif- 
ference of  opinion.  The  "  trust  fund  "  doctrine  is  also  adopted  in  Corey  v. 
Wadsworth,  99  Alabama,  68;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  29;  Suhin  v.  Culumbia  Fuel  Co., 
25  Oregon,  15;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  756. 

In  Hollins  v.  Brierjield  Coal  if  Iron  Co.,  150  United  States,  oil,  it  is  held 
(two  justices  dissenting),  that  the  insolvency  of  a  corporation  raises  a  trust 
first  for  creditors,  but  rather  as  to  the  administration  of  the  assets  after  pos- 
session by  a  court  of  equity  than  as  attaching  to  the  property  as  such  for  the 
direct  benefit  of  either  creditors  or  stockholders.  This  is  followed  by  the 
Alabama  court,  in  O'Bear  Jewelry  Co.  v.  Volfer,  28  Lawyers'  Rep.  Ann.  707 : 
and  this  is  the  doctrine  of  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  J.  E.  Potts  Salt,  §-c.  Co.,  !)() 
Michigan,  345. 

See  case,  No.  SZ  post,  and  notes. 


No.  16.  —  GARDNEE  v.  LONDON,  CHATHAM,  &  DOVER 
RAILWAY   COMPANY. 
(CH.  APP.  1867.) 

No.  17.  —  BLAKER  v.  HERTS  &   ESSEX   WATERWORKS 

COMPANY. 

(CH.  D.  1889.) 

No.  18.  — In  re  BARTON-UPON-HUMBER  AND   DISTRICT 
WATERWORKS   COMPANY. 

(cH.  D.  1889.) 

RULE. 

The  holder  of  debentures  which  create  a  charge  on  the 
undertaking  of  a  company  formed  for  public  purposes,  is 
not  entitled  to  a  sale  of  the  property  comprised  in  the 
charge.     The  undertaking,  as  has  been  said,  is  given  to 
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the  mortgagees  as  ''  a  fruit-bearing  tree,  the  produce  of 
which  is  the  fund  dedicated  by  the  contract  to  secure  and 
to  pay  the  debt."  The  Court  has,  however,  under  the 
Companies  Act  1862,  power  to  make  an  order  for  the 
winding  up  of  such  a  company  (not  being  a  railway  com- 
pany), and  will  do  so  where  it  appears  that  the  public  will 
not  be  damnified  by  the  order. 


Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  &  Dover  Railway  Company. 

L.  R.,  2  Ch.  201-224  (s.  c.  .36  L.  J.  Ch.  323  ;    15  L.  T.  552;   15  W.  K.  324). 

Railway   Comjmny.  —  Debenture  Holder.  —  Charge  nu   ''the  Undertaking."  — 
Sur})lus  Lands.  —  Receirer.  —  Manager. 

[201]  A  mortgage  debenture  made  \i\  a  railway  company  in  the  form  given 
in  Schedule  C.  of  the  Coiupanies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  does 
not  give  the  debentiu-e  holder  a  specific  charge  upon  the  surplus  lands  of 
the  company,  or  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  them,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  an 
order  for  a  receiver  of  the  sale  moneys  or  interim  rents. 

The  "  undertaking "  of  a  railway  company,  which  is  pledged  in  such  a 
mortgage,  is  the  going  concern  ci'eated  by  the  Act,  which  cannot  be  broken 
Tip  or  interfered  with  by  the  mortgagee;  the  "sums  of  money"  are  moneys 
ejusdem  generis  as  the  tolls,  and  are  the  earnings  of  the  undertaking,  which 
may  be  made  available  to  satisfy  the  mortgage. 

A  railway  company  may  give  a  specific  charge  on  the  moneys  to  arise  from 
the  sale  of  its  surplus  lands  for  a  debt  due  to  the  contractors  who  have  con- 
structed the  works. 

The  Court  will  not  appoint  a  manager  of  a  railway. 

The  above  suits  and  two  other  suits  against  the  same  company 
were  instituted  by  holders  of  debentures,  and  a  fourth  suit  by 
equitable  mortgagees  on  various  branches  of  the  London, 
[*  202]  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway,  and  the  four  suits  came  *  be- 
fore the  Lords  Justices  by  way  of  appeal  from  certain  orders 
made  by  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart,  which  will  be  more  particularly 
referred  to. 

The  history  of  the  railway  system,  which  is  now  called  the 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway,  is  as  follows. — 

By  the  East  Kent  Railway  Act,  1853,  a  company  was  incor- 
porated by  the  name  of  tlie  East  Kent  Eailway  Company,  for 
making  a  railway  from  Strood  to  Canterlniry,  with  power  to  raise 
a  capital  of  £700,000  by  shares,  and  to  borrow  £233,333  on 
mortKaue. 
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By  the  East  Kent  Eailway  (Extension  to  Dover)  Act,  1855,  the 
said  company  was  authorised  to  extend  their  line  from  Canterbury 
to  Dover,  with  certain  branches,  and  to  raise  an  additional  capital 
of  £500,000  by  the  issue  of  new  shares,  and  to  borrow  on  mortgage 
£166,666. 

By  the  East  Kent  Eailway  (Western  Extension)  Act,  1858,  the 
company  was  empowered  to  make  a  railway  from  their  bridge 
over  the  river  Medway,  to  join  the  Mid  Kent  Eailway,  and  to  be 
called  the  Western  Extension,  and  the  company  w^as  empowered 
to  raise  £300,000  additional  capital  by  the  issue  of  new  shares, 
and  to  borrow  £100,000  on  mortgage,  to  be  charged  either  on  their 
whole  undertaking,  or  exclusively  on  the  Western  Extension;  and 
the  company  was  directed  to  keep  separate  accounts  of  all  receipts 
and  payments  from  and  on  account  of  the  Western  Extension. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  Act,  1859,  the 
said  company  was  styled  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eail- 
way Company,  and  the  company  was  authorised  to  raise  £80,000 
by  the  creation  of  new  shares  in  the  undertaking  of  the  company, 
and  to  borrow  £26,600  on  mortgage  of  their  undertaking,  exclusive 
of  the  Western  Extension. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (Metropolitan 
Extensions)  Act,  1860,  the  said  company  was  authorised  to 
make  certain  new  railways,  under  the  name  of  the  Metropolitan 
Extensions,  and  to  raise  capital  for  that  purpose  by  the  creation 
of  Metropolitan  Extension  shares,  and  also  to  raise  £100,000  by 
other  new  shares,  for  the  general  purposes  of  that  Act ;  and  by 
the  same  Act  the  company  was  authorised  to  borrow  £550,000  on 
the  security  of  the  Metropolitan  Extension  shares,  and 
£33,000  on  the  *  security  of  their  General  Undertaking,  [*  203] 
except  the  Western  Extension  and  Metropolitan  Extensions. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (Capital)  Act, 
1860,  the  capital  of  the  company  was  defined,  and  the  company 
was  empowered  to  raise  by  shares  the  further  capital  of  £300,000, 
for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking,  exclusive  of  the  AVestern 
Extension,  and  £90,000  additional  capital  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Western  Extension,  and  to  borrow  £100,000  on  mortgage  of  the 
undertaking,  exclusive  of  the  Western  Extension,  and  £30,000  on 
the  Western  Extension. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (Various  Powers) 
Act,  1861,  it  was  enacted,  that  in  construing  the  Act  the  expres- 
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sion,  "  general  undertaking,"  should  mean  the  undertaking  of  the 
company  as  authorised  by  the  East  Kent  Railway  Act,  185o,  and 
the  East  Kent  Eailway  (Extension  to  Dover)  Act,  1855,  and  if  and 
when  the  Western  Extension  was  merged  in  that  undertaking 
(which  merger  shortly  afterwards  to(;k  place),  should  also  include 
the  Western  Extension.  And  it  was  enacted  that  the  Western 
Extension  might  be  united  with  the  General  Undertaking  from 
such  date,  and  for  and  in  consideration  uf  sucli  perpetual  rent- 
charge,  as  might  be  determined  by  a  resolution  of  the  holders  of 
shares  and  stock ;  but  that  such  rent-charge  should  be  without 
prejudice  to  all  previous  mortgages,  bonds,  and  debenture  stock ; 
and  that  such  rent-charge  should  be  of  sufficient  amount  to  pay  all 
interest  on  all  mortgage  bonds  and  del)enture  stock  charged  on  the 
Western  Extension.  And  the  coni})any  was  authorised  to  raise 
£320,000  for  the  purpose  of  the  CJeneral  Undertaking,  and 
£170,000  for  the  purposes  of  the  Western  Extension,  or  (after 
the  union  thereof  with  the  General  Undertaking)  of  the  General 
Undertaking,  by  the  issue  of  shares,  and  to  borrow  on  mortgage 
£106,000  on  the  security  of  the  General  Undertaking,  and  £56,600 
on  the  security  of  the  Western  Extension,  or  after  the  union 
thereof  with  the  General  Undertaking,  on  the  security  of  the 
General  Undertaking. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  (Additional 
Powers)  Act,  1862,  in  which  it  was  recited  that  the  Western  Ex- 
tension had  been  united  to  the  General  Undertaking,  the  company 

was  empowered  to  construct  additional  works,  and  acquire 
[*204]  additional    *  land,    and   to  raise  by  new  shares   £671,000 

for  the  purpose  of  the  General  I'ndertaking,  and  £1 ,050,000 
for  purposes  of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and  £750,000  for 
purposes  common  to  the  General  Undertaking  and  the  Metropolitan 
Extensions,  and  the  company  was  empowered  to  borrow  £223,600 
on  mortgage  of  the  General  Undertaking,  and  £350,000  on  mort- 
gage of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and  £250,000  on  mortgage 
of  the  common  fund. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Act,  1863,  the 
company  was  authorised  to  make  the  following  railways:  — 
1.  The  Peckham  Line.  2.  The  Greenwich  Line.  3.  The  Victoria 
Bridge  Extension.  4.  The  Victoria  Station  Extension.  5.  A 
railway  forming  a  junction  between  the  P>righton  Railway  and 
Railway  No.  4.     Nos.  1  and  2  were  distinguished  as  Metropolitan 
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Extensions  (Eastern  Section),  and  the  company  was  authorised  to 
raise  £850,000  by  shares  for  these  lines,  and  £370,000  for  Nos. 
3,  4  and  5,  under  the  name  of  Victoria  Station  Improvement 
Shares.  And  the  company  had  power  to  boiTow  £283,000,  by 
mortgage  of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions  (Eastern  Section),  and 
£123,000  by  mortgage  on  the  rent  and  tolls  of  the  Victoria  Station 
and  its  approaches. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (New  Lines)  Act, 
1864,  the  company  was  authorised  to  construct  certain  works  called 
the  Battersea  Works,  the  Southern  Works,  the  Kent  Works  and  the 
City  W^orks ;  the  Battersea  and  Southern  Works  to  be  part  of  the 
]\Ietropolitan  Extensions,  the  Kent  Works  part  of  the  Eastern 
Section,  and  the  city  Works,  until  made  part  of  some  other 
undertaking,  to  be  part  of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions ;  and 
the  company  was  empowered  to  raise  by  new  shares  £150,000 
for  the  Battersea  Works,  £220,000  for  the  Kent  Works,  and  to 
borrow  an  additional  sum  of  £50,000  by  mortgage  of  the  Victoria 
Station  Fund,  and  £73,300  by  mortgage  of  the  Eastern  Section. 

By  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  (City  Undertaking) 
Act,  1864,  the  City  Section  of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and 
the  lands,  works  and  property,  vested  in  the  company  for  the 
purpose  thereof,  were  constituted  a  separate  undertaking  of  the 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  Company,  to  be  called 
the  City  Lines  Undertaking,  and  the  company  was  authorised  to 
raise  £1,000,000  by  new  shares,  and  to  borrow  £330,000, 
by  mortgage,  and  also  to  *  borrow  £500,000  additional  on  [*  205] 
tb.e  General  Undertaking,  and  £533,000  on  the  Metro- 
politan Extensions. 

At  an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  company,  on  the  4th 
of  August,  1865,  resolutions  were  passed  enabling  the  directors, 
under  tlie  powers  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway 
Act,  1863,  to  create  capital  stock,  to  the  amount  of  £370,000,  and, 
under  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (Xew  Lines)  Act, 
1864,  to  create  £150,000  stock;  the  two  sums  of  stock  to  be  called 
the  Victoria  Station  Improvement  Stock ;  and  also  to  fix  the  rents 
and  tolls  for  the  station  and  approaches  applicable  to  this  stock, 
t  1  be  called  the  Victoria  Station  Fund;  and  also  to  borrow 
£123,000  by  mortgage  on  the  Victoria  Station  Fund,  in  respect 
"f  the  capital  stock  of  £370,000,  and  £50,000  in  respect  of  the 
capital  stock  of  £150,000,  such  mortgages  to  rank  pari  passu. 
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Under  these  various  Acts  the  company  proceeded  to  borrow  large 
sums  of  money,  altogether  exceeding  £4,000,000,  upon  mortgage 
debentures.  Among  others,  the  plaintiff,  Joseph  Gardner,  bei'nnic 
the  holder  of  a  debenture  made  under  the  Various  Powers  Act, 
1861,  which  was  in  the  following  form  :  — 

"  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  (under  Various  Powers 
Act  of  1861). 

"  Mortgage  Deed. 
"  No.  225.  £600.  Three  Years. 

"  By  virtue  of  the  London,  Chatham  and  Dover  Railway 
(Various  Powers)  Act,  1861,  We,  the  London,  Chatham,  and 
Dover  Eailway  Company,  in  consideration  t»f  the  sum  of  £600 
paid  to  us  by  Joseph  Gardner,  of  &c. ,  do  assign  unto  the  said 
Joseph  Gardner,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the 
General  Undertaking  of  the  company,  as  defined  by  that  Act, 
and  all  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  u})on,  or  out  of,  tin' 
said  General  Undertaking,  by  virtue  of  the  several  Acts  relating; 
thereto,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  same,  to  hold  unto  the  said  Joseph  Gardner,  liis 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  until  the  said  sum  of  £600, 
together  with  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  £5  for  every 
£100  by  the  year  (subject  to  deduction  in  respect  of  property  or 

income  tax)  be  satisfied,  the  principal  sum  to  be  repaid 
[*  206]  at  the  end  of  three  years  from  the  1st  of  July,  *  1863,  and 

the  interest  to  be  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  30th  day  of 
June,  and  the  31st  day  of  December,  at  the  bankers  of  the 
company. " 

The  company  having  failed  to  pay  the  principal  sum  due  on 
this,  as  well  as  on  others  of  their  debentures,  at  the  time  limited 
for  payment,  and  also  the  last  half-year's  interest,  the  plaintitf, 
Joseph  Gardner,  filed  his  bill  (No.  1)  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
other  the  mortgagees  of  the  General  Undertaking,  as  defined  by  thr 
Various  Powers  Act,  1861,  and  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising 
upon  or  out  of  the  same,  against  the  company,  praying  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  sums  due  from  tlie  company  to  him- 
self and  the  other  iiKatgagees  for  principal  ^nd  interest,  and  that 
some  person  might  be  appointed  to  manage  the  General  Under- 
taking, and  to  receive  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  upon 
or  out  of  the  same. 
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Charles  Parker  Drawbridge,  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  suit,  was 
the  holder  of  mortgage  debentures  upon  the  security  of  the  under- 
taking called  the  Western  Extension,  as  authorised  by  the  Western 
Extension  Act,  1858 ;  the  undertaking  called  the  Metropolitan 
Extensions,  as  defined  by  the  Metropolitan  Extensions  Act,  1860 ; 
the  General  Undertaking,  as  defined  by  the  City  Undertaking  Act, 
1864;  and  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  from  those  several 
undertakings.  The  debentures  were  payal)le  in  three  years  from 
the  respective  dates,  and  were  in  the  like  form  as  the  debentures 
under  the  Various  Powers  Act,  1861,  already  set  forth. 

Default  having  been  made  in  the  payment  of  interest  on  these 
debentures,  the  plaintiff  Drawbridge  filed  his  bill  in  the  second  of 
the  above  suits  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  mortgagees 
of  the  Western  Extension,  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and  the 
General  Undertaking,  as  defined  by  tlie  Citv  Undertaking  Act, 
against  the  company,  praying  similar  relief  as  in  the  first  suit. 

The  plaintiff  Gardner  was  also  a  mortgagee  of  the  Victoria 
Station  Fund,  under  the  provisions  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and 
Dover  Piaihvay  Act,  1863,  and  the  Xew  Lines  Act,  1864,  and  also 
of  the  City  Lines  Undertaking,  as  defined  by  the  City  Undertaking- 
Act,  1864,  and  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  in 
respect  *  thereof.  The  debentures  were  in  the  same  form,  [*  207] 
rmitatis  mutandis,  as  that  previously  set  forth. 

The  interest  on  these  debentures  being  also  in  arrear,  Gardner 
filed  his  bill  (No.  2),  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  mortgagees 
of  the  Victoria  Station  Fund  and  the  City  Lines  Undertaking, 
praying  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  him,  and  for  the 
appointment  of  some  person  as  a  receiver  of  the  Victoria  Station 
Fund,  -and,  as  a  manager  of  the  City  Lines  L^ndertaking,  and  to 
receive  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  in  respect  thereof,  including 
the  rents  and  sale  proceeds  of  superfluous  lands  and  all  other  pro- 
perty belonging  to  the  Victoria  Station  Fund  and  the  City  Lines 
Undertaking. 

The  Imperial  Mercantile  Credit  Association,  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  fourth  suit,  were  the  assignees  of  Messrs,  Peto  &  Co.,  who 
claimed  a  debt  of  £135,000  against  the  company,  as  contractors 
for  the  construction  of  some  parts  of  the  railway.  By  a  resolution 
passed  on  the  21st  of  February,  1866,  the  directors  of  the  railway 
company  granted  Messrs.  Peto  &  Co.  a  charge  upon  the  surplus 
lands  acquired  in  respect  of  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and  the 
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rents  and  sale  proceeds  thereof,  as  a  security  for  their  debt.  The 
bill  prayed  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  surplus  lands  included  in  the  security. 

On  the  12th  of  July,  1866,  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  made  an 
order  in  the  first-mentioned  suit,  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham, 
Olid  Dover  Eailway  (No.  1),  by  which  J.  S.  Forbes,  the  general 
manager,  and  W.  E.  Johnson,  the  secretary  of  the  company,  were 
appointed  managers  and  receivers  to  manage  the  General  Under- 
taking as  defined  by  the  Various  Powers  Act,  (1861),  and  the  works 
and  property  connected  therewith,  and  to  receive  the  tolls  and  sums 
of  money  arising  upon  or  out  of  the  said  General  Undertaking. 

On  the  17th  of  July,  1866,  the  Yice-Chancellor  made  an  order 
in  the  second  suit,  Draiobridge  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Railway  Company,  by  which  the  same  persons  were  appointed 
managers  and  receivers  of  the  several  undertakings  of  the  company, 
called  the  Western  Extension,  the  Metropolitan  Extensions,  and 
the  General  Undertaking,  as  defined  by  the  City  Undertaking 
Act,  1864,  so  far  as  the  order  of  the  12th  of  July  did  not  extend 

thereto. 
[*208]  *0n  the  20th  of  November,  1866,  tlie  Vice-Chancellor 
made  an  order  in  Chambers  in  the  first  and  second  suits 
directing  that  all  moneys  payable  to  the  railway  company  in 
respect  of  sales  of  their  surplus  lands  should  be  paid  to  the 
receivers  appointed  by  the  orders  of  the  12th  and  17th  of 
July,    1866. 

In  December,  1866,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  fourth  suit,  Imperial 
Mercantile  Credit  Company  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Railway,  made  an  application  before  the  Vice-Chancellok  for 
a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  surplus  lands  included 
in  their  security,  but  the  application  was  refused  by  His 
Honour. 

These  four  matters  were  now  brought  by»way  of  appeal  before 
the  Lords  Justices.  There  was  also  an  original  motion  in  the 
third   suit   by    the    plaintiff  Gardner   for   the   appointment   of   a 

receiver  and  manager  in  terms  of  the  prayer  of  liis  bill. 
[211]     At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments. 
Sir  G.  J.  Turner  said :  — 

We  have  had  an  opportunity  of  considering  the  question  of  the 
a]>pointment  of  a  manager  during  the  argument  of  the  case.  We 
cannot  see  that  there  is  any  power  in   the  Court  to  appoint  a 
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manager  of  this  railway, and  we  therefore  think  that  the  YlCE- 
Chancellok's  order,  so  far,  must  be  discharged.  We  will  give 
our  reasons  when  we  tiually  dispose  of  the  case. 

As  to  the  other  points  judgment  was  reserved. 

Jan.  26.     Sir  H.  M.  Cairns,  L.  J.  :  — 

The  orders  now  under  appeal,  so  far  as  they  appointed  managers 
of  various  undertakings  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Kail- 
way  Company,  were  discharged  by  us  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
arguments  in  the  case,  becavise  we  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
orders  were,  in  this  respect,  beyond  the  authority,  and  at  variance 
with  tlie  practice  of  this  Court. 

When  the  Court  appoints  a  manager  of  a  business  or  under- 
taking, it  in  effect  assumes  the  management  into  its  own  hands; 
for  the  manager  is  the  servant  or  officer  of  the  Court,  and  upon  any 
<piestion  arising  as  to  the  character  or  details  of  the  management, 
it  is  the  Court  that  must  direct  and  decide.  The  circumstance 
that  in  this  particular  case  the  persons  appointed  were 
*  previously  the  managers  employed  by  the  company  is  [*212] 
immaterial.  When  appointed  by  the  Court,  they  are 
responsible  to  the  Court,  and  no  orders  of  the  company,  or  of 
the  directors,  can  interfere  with  this  responsibility.  Now,  I 
apprehend  that  nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  this  Court  does 
not  assume  the  management  of  a  business  or  undertaking  except 
with  a  view  to  the  winding  up  and  sale  of  the  business  or  under- 
taking. The  management  is  an  inter irii  management;  its  neces- 
sity and  its  justification  spring  out  of  the  jurisdiction  to  liquidate 
and  to  sell ;  the  business  or  undertaking  is  managed  and  continued 
in  order  that  it  may  be  sold  as  a  going  concern,  and  with  the  sale 
the  management  ends.  To  the  management  of  the  undertakings 
of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  Company,  assumed 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor's  orders  of  the  12th  and  17th  of  July, 
1866,  no  limits,  short  of  repayn'ieut  of  the  whole  debenture  debt, 
could  be  assigned,  for  it  has  not  been  and  could  not  be  contended 
that  there  would,  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  be  any  power  of 
selling  the   undertakings. 

But  in  addition  to  the  general  principle  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  will  not  in  any  case  assume  the  permanent  management 
of  a  business  or  undertaking,  there  is  that  peculiarity  in  the  under- 
taking of  a  railway  which  would,  in  my  opinion,  make  it  improper 
f<.>r  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  assume  the  management  of  it  at  all. 
VOL.  VII.  —  27 
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AYlieii  Paiiianieiito  acting  for  the  public  interest,  autliorise.s  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  a  railway,  both  as  a  highway  for 
the  public,  and  as  a  road  on  which  the  company  may  themselves 
become  carriers  of  passengers  and  goods,  it  confers  powers  and 
imposes  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  largest  and  most  impor- 
tant kind,  and  it  confers  and  imposes  them  npon  the  company 
which  Parliament  has  before  it,  and  upon  no  other  body  of  persons. 
These  powers  must  be  executed  and  those  duties  discharged  by  the 
company.  They  cannot  be  delegated  or  transferred.  The  company 
will,  of  course,  act  by  its  servants,  for  a  corporation  cannot  act 
otherwise,  but  the  responsilhlity  will  be  that  of  the  com]ian) . 
The  company  could  not  by  agreement  hand  over  the  management 
of  the  railway  to  the  debenture  Injlders.  It  is  impossible  to  su}»- 
pose  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  can  make  itself,  or  its  ohicer, 
without  any  Parliamentary  authority,  the  hand  to  execute  these 
powers,  and  all  the  more  impossible  when  it  is  obvious 
[*213]  that  there  can  be  *no  real  and  correlative  responsibility 
for  the  consequences  of  any  imperfect  management,  [t  is 
said  that  the  railway  company  did  not  object  to  the  order  for  a 
manager.  This  may  well  be  so.  But  in  the  view  I  take  of  the 
case  the  order  would  be  improper,  even  if  made  on  the  express 
agreement  and  request  of  the  company. 

I  may  add  that  the  53rd  and  54th  sections  of  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  contemplate, 
as  the  remedy  of  a  mortgage  debenture  holder  for  his  interest  and 
principal,  either  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  to  recover  the  amount, 
or  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  "  tolls  or  sums  lia1)le  to  the 
payment  of  such  principal  and  interest,"  a  remedy  essentially 
different  from  the  appointment  of  a  manager  of  the  undertaking; 
and,  as  regards  authorities  for  the  appointment  of  a  manager, 
while  no  case  has  been  cited  in  support  of  such  an  appointment, 
the  cases  of  Potts  v.  WarvncksUire  Canal  Company,  1  Kay,  142, 
and  De  Winfon  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Brecon,  26  Beav.  533 ;  27  L.  J. 
Ch.  508,  are,  so  far  as  they  go,  authorities  against  the  appoint- 
ment. These,  thei^efore,  are  the  reasons  for  which,  in  my  opinion, 
the  orders  of  the  12th  and  17th  of  July,  1866,  in  so  far  as  they 
ap])ointed  managers,  were  erroneous. 

Tlu;  mf)tions  whicli  we  have  now  to  dispose  of  are  five  in 
number.      [His  Lordship  stated  the  motions  as  before  mentioned.] 

T  will  postpone  for  the  present  any  observation  as  to  the   fifth 
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motion ;  and,  as  to  the  fourth  motion,  I  may  observe  that  no 
objection  is  made  to  a  receiver  of  the  Victoria  Station  Fund,  and 
an  order  for  a  receiver  of  that  fund  will  be  made  in  the  usual 
manner.  The  main  question,  however,  argued  before  us  on  tlie 
first  four  motions  was,  whether  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  of 
the  rents  and  of  the  sale  proceeds  of  surplus  lands  •  or,  in  other 
words,  whether  the  mortgage  debentures  of  the  plaintifts  Gardner 
and  Drawbridge  affected  those  rents  and  proceeds  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  entitle  them  to  payment  out  of  that  specific  fund  through  the 
medium  of  a  receiver.  In  considering  this  question,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  look,  in  the  first  place,  at  the  form  of  the  debentures.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  debentures,  which  were  in  the  form  stated 
above,   and  continued  :  — ] 

We  have  next  to  ascertain  the  true  character  of  surplus  or  super- 
fluous land  held  by  a  railway  company.  Surplus  land 
may  arise  *  in  one  of  two  ways :  it  may  be  land  originally  [*214] 
taken  by  the  railway  company  in  tlie  belief  and  expecta- 
tion tliat  it  would  be  required  for  their  line,  or  for  the  stations 
and  works  connected  w4th  it ;  or  (and  this  is  the  origin  of  by  far 
the  greater  quantity  of  surplus  land),  it  may  be  land  which  the 
owner,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  has  forced  the  company  to  buy,  in  order  that  he  may  not 
have  a  severed  part  of  a  tenement  or  field  left  on  his  hands.  Li 
either  case  the  company  is  obliged  to  resell  the  land  within  a 
limited  time,  applying  the  proceeds  to  the  purposes  of  their  Act, 
on  pain  of  the  land  revesting  in  the  original  owner,  who,  if  the 
land  be  not  in  a  town,  is  to  have  the  first  option  of  repurchase. 
It  is  obvious  from  this  that  the  surplus  land  is,  in  truth,  the 
representative  and  equivalent  of  a  certain  portion  of  the. capital 
provided  by  the  company  for  the  execution  of  their  works,  which 
has,  not  for  purposes  of  profit,  but  for  the  protection  of  landowners, 
been  temporarily  diverted  and  invested  in  land  to  be  again  resold, 
and  which  is  to  return  to  the  capital  of  the  company  when  the 
object  for  which  it  was  diverted  has  been  accomplished.  And 
as  regards  the  interim  rents,  if  any,  of  surplus  lands,  they  would 
appear  to  he  in  the  same  position  as  the  income  arising  from 
capital  provided  by  the  company  and  temporarily  invested  in  any 
other  manner  until  needed. 

The  argument  by  which  the  debenture  holders  maintained  their 
right  to  a  receiver  of  the  proceeds  of  the  surplus  lands  was   in 
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substauee  this :  They  say  they  are  mortgagees  of  the  undertaking, 
and  of  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  out  of  it,  or  by  virtue 
of  the  Act  authorising  it;  that  all  the  land  taken  ])y  the  company 
imder  its  Parliamentary  powers  goes,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
form  a  part  of  the  undertaking;  that  as  soon  as  any  land  becomes 
surplus  land  it  becomes  subject  at  the  same  time  to  the  Parlia- 
mentary provision  for  its  resale,  but  the  sale-moneys  are  in  return 
sul)jected  to  this  trust,  that  they  are  to  be  applied  for  the  purposes 
of  the  special  Act,  —  that  is,  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking ; 
that  these  moneys,  therefore,  become  and  form  a  part  of  the  under- 
taking, and,  therefore,  of  their  security,  and  ought  to  be  preserved 
and  applied  for  them  by  this  Court.  It  is  necessary  to  observe 
carefully  to  what  length  this  argument  must  go.      A  railway  is 

made  and  maintained  by  means  of  its  capital,  by  means 
[*"2iri]  of  its  *  borrowed  money,  of  its  land,  of  its  proceeds  of  sale 

of  surplus  land,  of  its  permanent  way,  of  its  rolling  stock. 
All  of  these  may  be  said,  in  a  sense,  to  be  connected  with,  to  be 
}iarts  of,  to  make  up,  the  undertaking.  If  a  mortgage  of  the 
undertaking  carries  in  specie  the  sale  moneys  of  surplus  lands, 
it  must  equally,  and  on  the  same  principle,  carry  in  specie  the 
ordinary  land  of  the  company,  the  capital,  the  permanent  way, 
the  rolling  stock,  —  nay,  even  the  ver}-  money  itself  lent  on  the 
mortgage.  The  assignment  made  by  the  mortgage  debentures  is 
immediate,  and  is  to  continue  for  three  years  at  the  least.  If  the 
debenture  holders  are  right  in  their  argument,  they  became  im- 
mediate assignees  in  specie  of  all  the  ingredients  which  I  have 
enumerated  as  going  to  make  up  the  undertaking,  and  they  might, 
from  the  first,  have  asserted  their  rights  as  mortgagees  by  taking 
and  impounding  not  merely  the  proceeds  of  surplus  lands,  but  the 
capital,  the  cash  balances,  the  rolling  stock,  and  even  their  own 
money  advanced.  Now  it  is  beyond  question  that  the  great  object 
which  Parliament  has  in  view,  when  it  grants  to  a  railway  coni- 
})any  its  compulsory  and  extraordinary  powers  over  private 
jtroperty,  is  to  secure  in  return  to  the  public  the  making  and 
maintaining  of  a  great  and  complete  means  of  public  connnunica- 
tion ;  and  yet,  according  to  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
plaintiff's  argument,  the  moment  the  company  borrowed  money 
on  debentures  it  would  depend  on  the  will  or  cai)rice  of  the 
debenture  holder  whether  the  railway  was  made  at  all. 

I  may  further  observe,  that,   in  any  sense  in  which   the  sale- 
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moneys  of  surplus  lands  can  be  considered  part  of,  or  moneys 
arising  from,  the  undertaking,  calls  made  and  paid  subsequent 
to  the  debenture  must  be  equally  a  part  of,  or  moneys  arising 
from,  the  undertaking.  And  yet  the  .'nStli  section  of  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Act,  1845,  and  the  form  of  mortgage  in  the 
schedule,  clearly  assume  that  under  the  words  of  debentures, 
such  as  those  now  before  us,  future  calls  would  not  pass ;  and 
the  4.3rd  section  provides  that,  even  when  future  calls  are  ex- 
pressly included,  tlie  company  may  (unless  the  contrary  is  pro- 
vided) receive  the  calls,  and  apply  them  to  the  purposes  of  the 
company. 

The  argument,  again,  of  the  debenture  holders  goes,  in  fact, 
to  claim  for  them  tlie  same  position  as  if,  under  the  term 
*"  undertaking,"  they  were  mortgagees  of  the  whole  prop-  [*216] 
erty  and  effects  of  the  company,  and,  indeed,  the  prayer 
in  the  bill  in  Gardiier's  suit,  No.  2,  uses  the  words,  "  property 
belonging  to  or  connected  with  the  undertaking. "  Xow,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  to 
prevent  the  company  borrowing  both  on  bond  and  mortgage ;  and 
the  44tli  section  provides  that  the  bondholders  "  shall  be  entitled 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  tolls  or  other  property  or  effects  of  the  com- 
pany, "  words  which,  in  Russell  v.  East  Anglian  llailioatj  Company, 
3  Mac.  &  G.  125 ;  20  L.  J.  Ch.  257,  were  held  to  mean  that  the 
bondholders  might  olitain  a  judgment  which,  under  sect.  36,  would 
be  executed  against  the  property  or  effects  of  the  company.  But, 
according  to  the  plaintiff's  view,  the  whole  of  the  property  and 
effects  of  the  company,  being  all  parts  of  the  undertaking,  would 
be  assigned  and  mortgaged  by  the  debentures,  and  thus  the  right 
apparently  given  to  the  bondholder  and  judgment  creditor  would 
be  merely  illusory. 

It  is  perhaps  unnecessary  to  pursue  further  the  consequences  of 
the  plaintiffs*  argument;  but  it  must  be  evident  that,  if  that 
argument  be  correct,  very  grave  differences  of  opinion  and  of 
interest  might  arise  among  the  debenture  holders.  Some  might 
desire  to  arrest  the  continuance  of  the  undertaking,  and  to  obtain 
repayment  out  of  the  capital,  or  other  moneys,  provided  for  the 
works ;  while  others  might  consider  that  their  most  hopeful 
chance  of  repayment  would  be  by  the  expenditure  of  these  moneys 
so  as  to  earn  tolls  and  profits ;  and  it  would  be  difficult  in  such 
a  case  to  see  any  common  interest  in  the  body  of  debenture  holder  ■ 
such  as  would  enable  one  to  maintain  a  suit  on  behalf  of  all. 
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As  regards  the  effect  of  the  word  "  undertaking, "  in  these  securi- 
ties, we  gain  but  little  information  from  the  definition  given  in 
the  Acts  of  Parliament.  In  the  two  public  Acts,  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  and  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  8  &  9 
A-^ict.  c.  18,  the  "  undertaking"  is  defined  to  be  the  "  undertaking 
or  works  by  the  special  Act  authorised  to  be  executed ; "  and  in 
the  private  Acts  the  object  appears  to  be,  not  so  much  to  describe 
what  is  included  in  the  word  "  undertaking,"  as  to  divide  by 
metes  and  bounds,  or  otherwise,  the  various  undertakings 
[*217]  of  the  company  from  each  other.  The  object  *  and  inten- 
tion of  Parliament,  however,  in  the  case  of  each  of  these 
various  undertakings,  was  clearly  to  create  a  railway  which  was 
to  be  made  and  maintained,  by  which  tolls  and  profits  were  to  be 
earned,  which  was  to  be  worked  and  managed  by  a  company, 
according  to  certain  rules  of  management,  and  under  a  certain 
responsibility.  The  whole  of  this,  when  in  operation,  is  tht- 
work  contemplated  by  the  Legislature,  and  it  is  to  this  that,  in 
my  opinion,  the  name  of  "  undertaking  "  is  given.  Moneys  are 
provided  for,  and  various  ingredients  go  to  make  up  the  under- 
taking; but  the  term  "undertaking"  is  the  proper  style,  not  for 
the  ingredients,  but  for  the  completed  work,  and  it  is  from  the 
completed  work  that  any  return  of  moneys  or  earnings  can  arise. 
It  is  in  this  sense,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  "  undertaking"  is  made 
the  subject  of 'a  mortgage.  Whatever  may  be  the  liability  to 
which  any  of  the  property  or  effects  connected  with  it  may  be 
subjected  through  the  legal  operation  and  consequences  of  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  it,  the  undertaking,  so  far  as  these  contracts 
of  mortgage  are  concerned,  is,  in  my  opinion,  made  over  as  a  thing 
complete  or  to  be  completed ;  as  a  going  concern,  with  internal  and 
Parliamentarj'  powers  of  management  not  to  be  interfered  with ;  as 
a  fruit-bearing  tree,  the  produce  of  which  is  the  fund  dedicated  by 
the  contract  to  secure  and  to  pay  the  debt.  Tlie  living  and  going 
concern  thus  created  l)y  the  Legislature  must  not,  under  a  contract 
pledging  it  as  security,  be  destroyed,  broken  up,  or  annihilated. 
The  tolls  and  sums  of  money  ejusdem  generis  —  tliat  is  to  say,  the 
earnings  of  the  undertaking  —  must  be  made  available  to  satisfy 
the  mortgage ;  l)ut,  in  my  opinion,  tlie  mortgagees  cannot,  under 
their  mortgages,  or  as  mortgagees,  —  by  seizing,  or  calling  on  this 
Court  to  seize,  the  capital,  or  the  lands,  or  the  proceeds  of  sales 
of   land,  or  the  stock    of    the    undertaking,  — either   ])r('vent    \U 
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•completion,   or  reduce  it  into  its  original  elements  when  it  has 
been  completed. 

I  ought  not  to  omit  to  notice  a  point  much  pressed  by  Mr. 
Marti neau,  in  his  very  clear  and  useful  argument, — namely, 
that  inasmuch  as  by  sect.  127  of  the  Land  Clauses  Acts,  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  18,  the  sale-moneys  of  surplus  lands  are  to  be  applied  to 
the  purposes  of  the  special  Act,  and  as  the  payment  of  overdue 
debentures  ought  to  be  taken  to  be  the  first  duty  of  a  com- 
pany, therefore  the  debenture  holders  *  have  a  right  to  sustain  [*  218] 
a  suit  for  this  application  of  the  sale-moneys  in  payment 
of  the  debentures.  There  is  no  doubt  that,  if  the  company  were 
to  use  these  sale-moneys  in  paying  debentures,  they  would  be 
acting  in  accordance  with  their  powers;  but  even  admitting  that 
paying  debentures  is  a  purpose  of  the  special  Act,  there  are  many 
other  purposes,  and  the  directors,  and  not  the  debenture  holders, 
must,  in  my  opinion,  be  the  judges  to  which  of  several  purposes 
the  moneys  are  to  be  applied.  Whether  if  a  company,  after 
mortgagmg  the  undertaking,  were  to  apply  capital  or  other 
moneys  which  ought  to  go  into  and  improve  the  undertaking  to 
purposes  wholly  foreign  to  the  undertaking,  they  could  be  con- 
trolled by  deljenture  holders,  is  a  question  which  may  at  some 
time  have  to  be  considered,  but  which  does  not  arise  in  the  pres- 
ent case. 

The  observations  which  I  have  made  show  that,  in  my  opinion, 
no  distinction  should  l)e  made  between  the  sale-moneys  and  the 
i  iterlm  rents  of  surplus  land.  The  order  of  the  20th  of  November, 
t^lirecting  the  sale-moneys  of  surplus  lands  to  be  paid  to  the  receiver, 
"ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  discharged.  As  to  the  orders  of  the 
12th  and  17th  of  July,  and  tlie  motion  before  us,  in  Gardne7''s 
stiii,  No.  2,  there  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  an  order  for 
receivers  of  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  from  the 
various  undertakings  mentioned  in  the  two  suits  of  Gardner, 
and  in  the  suit  of  Drawbridge,  following  the  words  of  the  securi- 
ties. This  would  ordinarily  be  sufficient,  but,  as  the  question  of 
the  sale-moneys  of  surplus  lands  has  been  raised  and  argued,  I 
think  that  in  each  order  it  should  be  added :  "  This  order  is  not 
to  extend  to  any  rents  or  sale-moneys  arising  from  surplus  lands 
nf  the  company."  The  costs,  both  in  the  Court  below  and  before 
us,  as  to  these  orders,  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  costs  in  the 
T-i'-pective  causes. 
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Although  I  have  an-ived  at  the  opinion  which  I  have  expressed 
without  hesitation,  I  cannot  avoid  feeling  regret  that  securities 
such  as  railway  debentures,  upon  which  so  many  millions  of 
money  have  been  invested,  should  have  been  left  at  their  crea- 
tion in  a  state  to  admit  of  so  much  argument  as  that  which  has 
taken  place  in  this  case,  and  that  their  legal  operation  and  extent 
should  C(jme  to  be  defined,  not  at  the  time  when  they  have  been 
"iven   as  security,   but  after  difficulties  have  arisen  as  to  their 

repayment. 
[*219]         *  It  only  remains  to  consider  the  case  of  the  Imperial 

Mercantile  Credit  Association.  This  company  claims  under 
Messrs.  Peto  &  Co. ,  and  are  transferees  of  their  rights  (whatever 
they  may  be)  against  the  proceeds  of  certain  surplus  land  of  the 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Eailway  Company  mentioned  in  their 
bill.  The  allegations  are  that  a  sum  of  £135,000  was  due  from 
the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company  to  Peto  &  Co. 
as  contractors  for  executing  works,  and  that  the  directors  of  the 
railway  company  gave  to  Peto  &  Co.  a  charge  for  this  sum  on  the 
sale-moneys  arising  from  these  particular  surplus  lands.  Prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  debt  is  given,  and  the  resolution  of  the 
directors  admitting  tlie  debt  and  giving  the  charge  are  verified, 
and  the  company,  at  the  bar,  have  admitted  the  claim,  desiring, 
however,  not  to  be  taken  as  acknowledging  the  specific  annnuit  of 
the  debt  of  Peto  &  Co.  It  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  doubted  but 
that  the  company  owing  a  sum  to  their  contractors  for  works  done, 
might  have  paid  this  sum  out  of  those  surplus  sale-moneys  (the 
claim  of  debenture  holders  being  out  of  the  way) ;  and,  if  so,  they 
might  equally,  as  I  think,  have  given  the  contractors  a  charge 
upon  the  sale-moneys  for  the  amount.  There  ought,  I  think,  to 
be  an  order  in  the  suit  of  the  Imperial  Mercantile  Credit  Association 
for  a  receiver  of  these  particular  sale-moneys ;  and  as  it  is  desired 
to  save  the  expense  of  a  receiver's  salary,  some  officer  of  the  com- 
pany may,  perhaps,  act  without  salary,  or  the  purchasers  may  have 
liberty  to  pay  their  purcliase-moneys  into  Court  direct.  This  order 
is,  of  course,  merely  interlocutory,  and  sul)i(^ct  to  reconsideration 
at  the  hearing;  and  if,  as  was  suggested  at  tlie  bar,  the  dealings 
between  the  company  and  its  contractors  should  l»e  taken  as  requir- 
ing further  investigation,  there  will,  no  doubt,  be  found  fitting 
means  of  doing  this  before  the  cause  is  tlisposed  of.  The  costs  of 
this  motion  also,  both  before  the  Yice-Chancellor  and  here,  ought, 
I  think,  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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Sir  G.  J.  Turner,  L.  J.  :  — 

My  learned  brother  has  been  kind  enough  to  give  me  the  oppor- 
tunity of  seeing  and  considering  his  judgment  in  these  cases.  I 
liave  carefully  read,  and  fully  considered  it,  and  I  entirely  agree 
both  in  the  conclusions  at  which  he  has  arrived  and  in  the 
reasons  *  on  which  they  are  founded.  1  adopt,  therefore,  [*  220] 
w^iat  has  been  said  by  my  learned  brother,  and  shall 
merely  add  such  few  further  observations  as  have  occurred  to 
me  in  support  of  the  view  which  he  has  taken. 

The  question  we  have  to  determine  in  these  cases  depends  not 
upon  any  rights  which  the  plaintiffs  Gardner  and  Drawbridge  have 
or  may  have  merely  as  creditors  of  this  company,  but  upon  the  rights 
wliich  they  have  under  the  debentures  on  which  their  claims  in 
these  suits  are  founded,  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  these  rights 
must,  of  course,  depend  upon  the  construction  and  efiect  of  their 
debentures.  I  will  first  consider  the  debenture  on  wliich  the  first 
suit  of  the  plaintiff  Grardner  proceeds. 

This  debenture  first  assigns  to  the  plaintiff  Gardner  the  general 
undertaking  of  the  company,  as  defined  by  the  London,  Chatham, 
and  Dover  Railway  (Various  Powers)  Act,  1861,  and  this  general 
undertaking  is  thus  defined  by  this  Act :  "  The  undertaking  of  the 
company  as  authorised  by  the  East  Kent  Railway  Act,  1853,  and 
the  East  Kent  Railway  (Extension  to  Dover)  Act,  1855,  and  the 
"Western  Extension  if  and  when  merged  in  that  undertaking. " 
This  definition  must,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  read  as  inserted 
into  the  debenture,  and  then  we  must  look  to  the  Acts  referred 
to,  in  order  to  see  what  were  the  undertakings  authorised  by  these 
Acts.  The  East  Kent  Railway  Act,  in  section  1,  after  mentioning 
the  railways  proposed  to  be  made,  speaks  of  those  railways  as  the 
proposed  vuidertaking,  and  by  section  3  gives  power  to  make  the 
railways  with  all  proper  works  and  conveniences  connected  there- 
with; and  the  East  Kent  Railway  Company  (Extension  to  Dover) 
Act,  1855,  by  sect.  1,  after  mentioning  the  railways  to  be  made 
under  that  Act,  recites  that  the  East  Kent  Railway  Company  are 
willing  to  undertake  the  extension  of  their  authorised  line,  and  by 
sect.  4  gives  power  to  make  and  maintain  the  railway,  with  all 
proper  stations,  works,  and  conveniences  connected  therewith,  and 
by  sect.  47,  enacts  that  the  railway  and  works  by  the  Act  author- 
ised shall  be  and  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  undertaking  of  the 
East  Kent  Railway  Company. 
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Looking  to  these  Acts  it  canuot,  I  tliiuk,  be  doubted,  that  what 
was  intended  to  be  assigned  by  this  part  of  the  debenture  was  the 

railways,  and  the  works  connected  with  them,  to  be  made 
[*221]  under  *  these  Acts.      It  is  true  that  these  Acts,  either  liy 

provisions  which  they  contain,  or  by  those  which  are  con- 
tained in  the  general  Acts  incorporated  in  them,  give  powers  to 
raise  money,  and  to  purchase  lands,  and,  in  some  cases,  more  land 
than  might  be  required  for  the  railway,  in  which  cases  the  Acts 
provide  for  the  sale  of  the  surplus  lands,  or  for  their  being  restored 
to  the  original  proprietors ;  but  these  powers  and  provisions  can- 
not, I  think,  be  considered  to  constitute  any  part  of  the  undertak- 
ing referred  to  in  the  debenture.      They  are  no  more  than  the  mean.'j 
to  the  end,  and  it  is  to  the  end,  and  not  to  the  means  by  which  it 
is  to  be  accomplished,  that  this  debenture  must,  I  think,  be  con- 
sidered   to    point.      The    debenture    then    proceeds    to    assign    to 
Gardner  "  all  the  tolls  and  sums  of  money  arising  upon  or  out 
of  the  said  undertaking  by  virtue  of  the   several  Acts   relating 
thereto. "     No   doubt   could,    of   course,    be   suggested    as    to    the 
meaning  of  the  word  "  tolls ;  "  but  it  was  insisted,  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  before  us,  that  all  moneys,  of  whatever  character  or 
description,   ought  to  be   taken  as   falling  within  the  description 
contained  in  this  debenture  of  sums  of  money  arising  upon  or  out 
of  the  undertaking  by  virtue  of  the  Acts;  but  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  l)oth  the  Acts  referred  to  by  this  de]:)enture,  and  the  Eailways 
Clauses  Act,  contain  provisions  inider  which  sums  of  money,  not 
measured  by  the  tolls,  may  be  taken  by  the  company,  and  it  would, 
I  think,  be  a  very  strained  interpretation  of  the  Act  to  construe  the- 
words  "  sums  of  money  "  as  extending  to   moneys  derived  from 
sources  different  from  tolls  with   wliich   those  words  are  so  im- 
mediately   and   closely   connected.      The    reasonable    construction 
of   these  words,   taking  them  with   the  context,   seems  to  me  to 
be  to  limit  them  to  sums  of  money  cjusdvm  generis  as  the  tolls. 
Lastly,  the  debenture  assigns  to  Gardner  all  the  estate,  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  company  in  the  same.      But  these  words  are 
merely  referential  and  cannot  alter  the  construction  of  what  ha.s 
L'one  before.     Th^v  cannot,   I  think,   be  construed  to  extend  the 
operation  of  the  debenture. 

My  opinion  is,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  this  deben- 
ture, it  proceeds  upon  the  footing  of  the  railway  being  treated  as 
a  continuing  and  going  concern,  and  that  it  operates  only  to  charge- 
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the  railway  and  the  works  connected  with  it,  and  the  tolls  and 

sums  of  money  of  the  like  nature  arising  from  it,  in  favour 

of  the  *  debenture  mortgage.      Had  it  been  intended  to  go  [*  222] 

further,  and  to  charge  the  capital  of  the  railway  company, 

and  the  surplus  lands,  as  it  was  contended  before  us  that  it  does, 

there  can  be  no  doubt  that  apt  words  could  have  been  found  fur 

that  purpose,  and  I  think  that  such  would  have  been  inserted  in 

the  instrument. 

It  may  be  asked  why  the  undertaking  was  assigned  by  the 
debenture,  if  the  security  was  to  be  limited  to  the  funds  of  the 
undertaking  only.  This  question  admits,  I  think,  of  a  very  ready 
answer.  The  assignment  of  the  undertaking  was  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  the  debenture  creditors  against  other  claimants  upon 
the  property  of  the  company. 

Mr.  Martineau,  in  liis  very  able  argument,  not  less  able  because 
it  was  concise,  raised  a  very  ingenious  point  upon  the  exception  of 
future  calls  in  the  form  of  mortgage  given  by  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act,  which  he  said  indicated  that  past  calls  must  be 
considered  to  have  been  included  in  the  mortgage ;  but  this  argu- 
ment is,  I  think,  more  specious  than  sound.  The  Legislature 
may  have  considered  that  the  past  calls  would  have  been  exhausted 
before  the  mortgage  was  made.  At  all  events,  I  think  the  argu- 
ment is  too  refined  to  affect  the  construction  of  the  debenture. 

Upon  the  whole,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  given,  as  well  as 
for  those  which  have  been  assigned  by  my  learned  brother,  my 
opinion  is,  that  the  plaintiff  Gardner  is  entitled  by  this  debenture 
only  to  a  charge  on  the  railway  and  works  connected  therewith, 
and  the  tolls,  and  sums  of  money  of  the  like  nature,  arising  there- 
from, and  has  no  claim  upon  the  surplus  lands  or  the  moneys 
which  may  arise  from  the  sale  of  them. 

What  his  riglits  may  be  as  a  creditor,  independently  of  the 
charge  created  by  the  debenture,  is  a  question  into  which  I  do 
not  enter.  The  other  debentures  on  which  these  suits  are  founded, 
do  not  vary  in  substance  from  the  one  on  which  I  have  commented, 
and  the  observations  which  I  have  made  apply  to  these  other 
debentures  also.  I  have  nothing  to  add  to  w^hat  my  learned 
brother  has  said  as  to  the  case  of  the  Imperial  Mercantile  Credit 
Company. 

It  may  be  right  that  in  order  to  avoid  any  unnecessary  alarm  as 
to  the  safety  of  investments  which  have  been  made  upon  railway 
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debeutures,  I  should  add  that  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  safety 
of  the  security,  whilst  the  company  by  which  the  deben- 

[*  223]  tures  *  have  been  issued  are  carrying  on  their  business  to  a 
profit.      The   debenture  holders  would  have  the  first  charge 

on  the  profits. 

Blaker  v.  Herts  and  Essex  Waterworks  Company. 

41  Ch.  D.  399-408  (s.  C.  58  L.  J.  Ch.  497). 

Company.  —  Waterworks.  —  UndertakivKj.  —  Debenture. 

A  waterworks  undertaking  constituted  by  a  provisional  order  under  the 
Gas  and  Water  Facilities  Act,  1870,  was  (consistently  with  the  statutory 
powers)  assigned  to  a  limited  company.  The  company  issued  debentures 
Avhereby  the^r  charged  their  undertaking,  lands,  works,  property,  and  effects 
(both  present  and  future)  with  repayment  of  the  juoney  borrowed,  the  charge 
being  expressed  to  l>e  a  floating  security  attaching  to  all  the  property  for  the 
time  being  of  the  company.  The  company  made  default  in  payment  of  the 
principal  moneys  secured  by  the  debentures  on  the  day  named  therein  for 
payment.  In  an  action  by  debenture  holders  claiming  (amongst  other  relief) 
a  sale  of  the  undertaking  and  property  comprised  in  the  del)entures  as  agoing 
concern,  and  the  appointment  of  a  manager  until  sale :  — 

Held,  that  the  waterworks  undertaking  being  for  a  public  purpose,  and  not  a 
mere  private  iindertaking,  the  j^rinciple  of  the  decision  in  Gardner  v.  Louduu. 
Chatham,  and  Dorer  Raihmy  Company,  L.  R..  2  Ch.  201  (p.  410,  ante)  was 
applicable  ;  that  the  debentures  did  not  confer  upon  the  holders  of  them  a 
power  to  sell  the  undertaking ;  and  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  direct  a  sale 
of  the  undertaking  or  the  appointment  of  a  manager. 

By  the  Gas  and  AVater  Works  Facilities  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict, 
c.  70),  sect.  4,  "  Provisional  orders  authorizing  any  gas 
[*  400]  *  undertaking  or  water  undertaking  under  the  authority  of 
this  Act  may  be  obtained  in  any  district  by  any  company, 
companies,  or  person  ;  and  in  the  construction  of  this  Act  the 
term'  theundertakers  'shall  be  deemed  to  include  any  such  company, 
companies  or' person.  Where  the  undertakers  require  powers  for 
the  purpose  of  constructing  gasworks,  or  waterworks  or  works 
connected  therewitb,  within  any  district,  the  consent  of  the  local 
authority  of  such  district  shall  be  necessary  before  any  provisional 
order  can  be  obtained  ;  and  where  in  such  district  tliere  is  a  road 
authority,  distinct  from  the  local  authority,  the  consent  of  such 
road  authority  shall  also  be  necessary,  in  any  case  where  power  is 
sought  to  break  up  any  road  of  such  road  authority,  before  any 
provisional  order  can  be  obtained."     The  Act  provides  tlic  mode 
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in  which  provisional  orders  are  to  be  obtained  from  the  Board  of 
Trade. 

In  the  year  1879,  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  a  provisional 
order  entitled  "The  Herts  and  Essex  Water  Order,  1879"  was 
obtained,  which  provided  by  clause  5  as  follows  :  "  William  Eus.s 
and  Charles  Minns,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  their  or  his  assigns,  shall 
be  the  undertakers  for  the  purposes  of  this  order,  and  are  in  this 
order  referred  to  as  the  '  undertakers.' "  By  clause  6  the  capital  of 
the  undertakers  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking  authorized  by 
the  order  was  not  to  exceed  £25,000,  unless  the  undertakers 
were  authorized  to  raise  additional  capital  by  provisional  order 
under  the  Gas  and  Water  Works  Facilities  Act,  1870,  or  by  Act 
of  Parliament.  Clause  7  (which  was  the  only  clause*  in  the  order 
having  reference  to  the  borrowing  powers  of  the  undertakers)  was 
as  follows :  "  The  amount  of  all  moneys  borrowed  by  the  under- 
takers and  secured  by  mortgage  of  the  undertaking  .  .  .  shall 
not  at  any  time  exceed  in  the  whole  £H250,  and  no  higher  rate 
of  interest  than  £5  per  centum  per  annum  shall  be  paid  by  the  un- 
dertakers without  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  in  respect  uf 
any  moneys  harrowed  by  the  undertakers  and  secured  as  aforesaid.' 

The  undertakers  were  empowered  to  purchase  by  agreement  and 
use  such  of  the  lands  shown  on  the  deposited  plans  as  they 
may  require  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking,  but  no 
*  compulsory  powers  of  accpiiring  kinds  were  given  to  them.  [*  401] 
Powers  were  given  to  them  to  construct  waterworks,  to 
supply  water  within  specified  limits,  and  to  charge  rates  for  such 
supply,  and  the  particular  works  to  be  constructed  were  defined. 
Provision  was  made  for  the  purity  of  the  water,  and  penalties 
were  imposed  on  the  undertakers  in  case  the  water  supplied  was  of 
less  purity  than  it  ought  to  be.  The  Order  was  duly  confirmed 
by  Act  of  Parliament. 

The  works  authorized  by  the  order  were  constructed,  and  in  the 
year  1883  the  defendants  were  formed  as  a  limited  company  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  under- 
taking, the  purchase-money  being  payable  in  shares  and  debentures 
to  be  issued  by  the  company.  The  undertaking  (which  was  then 
vested  by  assignment  in  one  Easton)  was  duly  assigned  to  the 
defendants,  and,  as  part  of  the  purchase-money,  they,  in  September 
1883,    issued    125    debentures   of    ,£50   each.     By  each   of  theso 
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debentures  (which  were  under  the  seal  of  the  company),  in  considera- 
tion of  .£50  paid,  the  company  covenanted  to  pay  to  the  bearer  on  the 
1st  of  July,  1888,  the  sum  of  £50,  and  to  pay  interest  in  the  mean- 
time at  5  per  cent. ;  and  the  debenture  proceeded  as  follows: 
"  And  the  company  do  hereby  charge  with  such  payment  the 
undertaking,  lands,  works,  plant,  property,  and  effects  (both  present 
and  future)  of  the  company,  to  the  intent  that  this  security  and 
the  other  securities  forming  part  of  the  above-mentioned  issue  of 
.£6250  may  rank  equally  as  a  first  charge  upon  the  said  undertak- 
ing, lands,  works,  plant,  property,  and  effects  (both  present  and 
future),  but  so  that  the  same  may  be  a  floating  security,  not 
hindering  any  sale,  exchange,  or  lease  of  the  said  lands  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  the  receipt  or  paynient  of  any  moneys,  or  any  other 
dealings  in  the  course  of  the  business  of  the  company,  but  attaching 
to  the  premises  leased  and  the  proceeds  of  any  sale  or  exchange,  and 
the  lands  or  property  purchased  therewith  and  all  other  the  property 
for  the  time  being,  whether  real  or  personal,  of  the  company." 

In  the  year  1885  another  provisional  order,  entitled  "The 
Herts  and  Essex  Water  Order,  1885,"  was  obtained  under  the 
powers  of  the  Act  of  1870.  Pjy  this  order,  which  was  to  be 
[*402]  *  construed  together  with  the  Order  of  1879,  it  was  pro- 
vided tliat  the  company  "  shall  be  the  undertakers  for  the 
purposes  of  this  order,  and  are  in  this  order  referred  to  as  '  the  un- 
dertakers.' "  The  undertakers  were  empowered,  on  the  lands  upon 
which  their  existing  waterworks  were  situate,  so  long  as  they  were 
possessed  of  such  lands,  to  maintain,  continue,  alter,  enlarge,  and 
improve  the  waterworks;  to  exercise  their  powers  within  extended 
limits  of  supply,  and  to  raise  additional  share  and  debenture 
capital.     This  order  was  duly  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament. 

The  plaintiffs,  R.  Blaker,  Evelyn  B.  Blaker,  and  Isabel  B.  Dendy, 
held  between  them  46  of  the  125  debentures  issued  in  1883.  The 
defendants  made  default  in  payment  of  the  principal  sums  payable 
on  the  1st  of  July,  1888,  and  of  the  half-yearly  payments  of  interest 
then  due,  and  the  plaintiffs,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other 
debenture  holders,  brought  this  action  claiming  a  declaration  that 
they  were  entitled  to  a  charge  on  the  undertaking,  lands,  works, 
plant,  property,  and  effects  (both  present  and  future)  of  tlie 
defendant  company  to  secure  the  principal  and  inten^st  due  on  the 
debentures,  an  account  of  what  was  due  on  the  debentures,  that 
the  undertaking  and  other  property  and  effects  of  the  company 
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comprised  in  the  debentures  might  be  sold  as  a  going  concern  or  in 
the  alternative  foreclosure,  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  and 
manager  until  sale  or  foreclosure. 

The  defendants  by  their  statement  of  defence  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  sale  or  foreclosure  or  to  have  a  man- 
ager appointed. 

On  the  12th  of  September,  1888,  an  order  was  made  for  the 
.appointment  of  a  receiver  and  manager  of  all  the  property  and 
■assets  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  securities  created  by  the 
debentures,  and  by  an  order  made  on  the  21st  of  January,  1889, 
L.  H.  Evans  was  appointed  such  receiver  and  manager. 

On  the  action  now  coming  on  for  trial  the  questions  were  argued 
whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment  for  sale,  and 
whether  the  orders  appointing  a  manager  were  rightly  made. 

[After  argument,] 

Kay,  J.  This  action  is  brought  by  three  debenture-  [404] 
holders  seeking  to  have  a  realization  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  their  debentures,  and  they  sue  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  debenture-holders.  The  debentures  are  those 
of  a  company  formed  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  over  from  the  original  undertakers  cer- 
tain waterworks  which  had  been  *  constructed  by  them  [*  405] 
under  the  powers  of  the  Gas  and  Water  Facilities  Act,  1870. 
[His  Lordship  referred  to  sect.  4  of  the  Act,  and  to  the  terms  of  the 
Provisional  Order  of  1879,  as  above  set  out,  and  continued :]  It  is 
obvious  from  the  terms  of  the  Order  that  it  was  intended  solely  as 
■  a  mode  of  providing  waterworks  for  a  particular  district.  That  is 
manifestly  a  purpose  entirely  public,  and  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  mortgage  referred  to  in  clause  7  of  the  order  is  a  mortgage  of 
the  undertaking  only.  I  do  not  know  what  power  of  mortgaging 
was  given  by  the  statute.  My  attention  has  not  been  called  to  any 
part  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  which  gives  a  power  to  mortgage. 
The  only  mortgage  referred  to  in  the  Order  of  1879  is  the  mortgage 
of  the  undertaking  which  is  authorized  by  that  order.  Pausing 
there,  it  would  seem  that  it  was  contemplated  (without  any  special 
power  for  that  purpose  being  given)  that  the  imdertakers  might 
raise  by  mortgage  of  the  undertaking  money  which  was  not  to 
exceed  £6250,  at  a  rate  of  interest  not  higher  than  5  per  cent. 
[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  in  reference  to  the  assignment 
■if  the  undertaking  to  the  defendant  compaily,  and  the  issue  of  the 
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debentures,  and,  having  referred  to  the  form  of  one  of  the  deben- 
tures, continued  :]  Now  the  next  question  I  have  to  consider  is, 
what  was  the  meaning  of  the  parties  who  entered  into  this  deben- 
ture. I  observe  that  the  words  of  the  debenture  are  larger  than 
those  of  the  provisional  order,  because  in  the  order  it  was  the 
"  undertaking, "  and  nothing  else,  which  was  to  be  mortgaged. 
The  words  of  the  debenture,  however,  contain  a  very  distinct 
intimation  that  the  contract  between  the  parties  was  that  this 
deljenture  should  not  hinder  "  any  dealings  in  the  course  of  the 
business  of  the  company. "  The  debenture,  therefore,  is  only  a 
charge  on  the  undertaking,  and  a  charge  of  such  a  nature  as  not 
to  hinder  any  dealings  in  the  course  of  the  company's  business. 
Rut  it  is  said,  that  is  true  enough  until  the  day  for  payment 
arrives,  but  that  after  the  day  for  payment,  if  all  the  mortgagees 
agree,  they  may  themselves  sell  the  property  under  the  powers 
contained  in  sect.  19  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  and  if  they  cannot 
all  agree,  any  one  or  more  may  come  and,  on  behalf  of  all,  get  the 
Court  to  sell.  But,  in  tlie  first  place,  no  power  of  sale  is  men- 
tioned in  these  debentures,  and,  in  the  second  place,  I 
,[*  406]  *  do  not  at  all  agree  that  the  Conveyancing  Act  ap^jlies  to 
a  charge  of  this  kind.  It  applies  to  an  ecpiitable  mort- 
cfawe.  no  doubt ;  but  it  does  not  mention  in  the  interpretation 
clause,  or  in  any  other  part  of  the  Act  that  I  am  aware  of,  deben- 
tures as  one  of  the  charges  to  which  it  is  to  apply.  I  should  have 
expected  that  an  Act  of  that  kind,  if  it  meant  to  give  to  a  deben- 
ture-holder —  that  is,  to  the  holder,  pari  passu  with  others,  of  a 
charge  created  by  a  company  —  a  power  of  sale,  would  have  done 
so  in  very  express  words  indeed.  I  find  nothing  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  which  refers  to  debentures,  and  I  am  therefore  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  power  in  the  Conveyancing  Act  does  not  apply 
to  debentures  of  a  company. 

But  then  the  question  arises,  can  the  Court,  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion conferred  formerly  by  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  and  now  by  the 
25th  section  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  direct  a  sale  ?  [His  Lord- 
ship referred  to  the  section  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  and  pro- 
ceeded :]  Is  that  a  power  which  is  applicable  to  a  case  of  this 
kind  ?  There  has  been  a  series  of  decisions,  of  which  Potts  v. 
Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation  Company,  Kay, 
142,  is  one,  and  very  many  since  down  to  and  subsequently 
to   Gardner  v.    London,    Chatham-  and  Dover  RailwoAj  Company, 
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L.  R.  2  Ch.  201  p.  410,  ante,  as  to  what  the  effect  of  a  charge  uf 
this  kind  is  upon  an  undertaking  of  a  public  nature,  such  as  a 
canal  or  railway,  and  I  quote  from  Gardner's  Case,  L.  R. ,  2  Ch. 
212  p.  418,  ante,  the  words  of  Lord  Cairns,  which  were  referred  to 
by  Mr.  Renshaw  in  his  argument:  "  When  Parliament,  acting  for 
the  public  interest,  authorizes  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  a  railway,  both  as  a  highway  for  the  public  and  as  a  road  on 
which  the  company  may  themselves  become  carriers  of  passengers 
and  goods,  it  confers  powers  and  imposes  duties  and  responsibili- 
ties of  the  largest  and  most  important  kind,  and 'it  confers  and 
imposes  them  upon  the  company  which  Parliament  has  before  it, 
and  upon  no  other  body  of  parsons.  These  powers  must  be  executed 
and  these  duties  discharged,  by  the  company.  They  cannot  be 
delegated  or  transferred. "  That  was  the  principle  on  which  the 
Court  acted  in  that  case,  where  it  refused  to  do  more  than  ap- 
point a  receiver,  and  not  a  manager,  at  the  instance  of  a 
*  debenture-holder,  saying,  in  short,  that  what  the  deben-  [*  407] 
ture  gave  was  a  charge  on  the  undertaking ;  that  the 
undertaking  meant  the  completed  works  of  the  company  when 
constructed,  and  the  charge  gave  to  the  debenture-holder  a  right 
to  the  fruit,  as  Lord  Cairns  phrased  it,  of  the  fruit-bearing  tree 
represented  by  the  completed  undertaking.  Looking  at  the  whole 
of  this  case  so  far  as  I  have  gone,  seeing  that  the  first  provisional 
order  contemplated  a  mortgage  of  the  undertaking  only,  and  that 
the  mortgage  is  then  made  in  the  form  of  a  debenture,  which  is 
not  to  interfere  with  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany, it  seems  to  me  that  the  principle  of  Gardner  v.  The  London, 
Chatliavi,  and  Dover  Railway  Cornpann,  applies,  and  that  this 
delieuture  gives  to  the  debenture-holder  no  more  than  the  fruit  of 
tliis  waterworks  undertaking,  and  not  power  to  sell  the  under- 
taking. The  debenture  seems  to  me  to  show  on  the  face  of  it  that 
it  did  not  give  the  debenture-holder  power,  by  selling  to  some 
other  person,  to  put  a  stop  to  the  undertaking  altogether,  because 
I  cannot  assume  that  selling  would  not  put  a  stop  to  it.  It  is  true 
that  in  the  first  order  the  undertakers  are  treated  as  the  two 
persons  named  or  their  assigns.  They  have  assigned  to  the  com- 
pany. After  the  company  had  taken  the  assignment,  and  no  doubt 
after  the  debentures  were  issued  also,  a  new  order  was  obtained  in 
1885.  In  that  order  the  defendants  were  descril)ed  as  the  under- 
takers, but  there  was  no  mention  of  assigns.  [His  Lordship 
\-()r..  vri.  —  28 
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referred  to  the  terms  of  the  order  and  continued :  ]  That  order 
practically  recognised  the  limited  company  as  being  the  persons 
who  became  entitled  to  all  the  rights  under  the  Order  of  1879. 
It  gave  to  them  as  undertakers  additional  powers,  so  that,  I  take 
it,  without  some  authority,  the  company  would  not  be  at  liberty 
to  assign  over  those  rights.  It  is  said  that  this  does  not  matter, 
because  it  could  not  have  been  intended  that  any  rights  the  mort- 
gagees might  have  shcjuld  be  taken  away  from  them  by  force  of  the 
provisional  order.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  mort- 
gagees have  had  the  benefits  of  these  additional  powers  in  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  the  company.  It  is  very  difficult  for 
them  to  say  that,  Jiotwithstanding  those  benefits  which  they 
have  received,  they  still  have  the  rights  which  existed 
[*408]  before  *  the  provisional  order  was  made.  My  view,  how- 
ever, is,  that  they  have  not,  and  never  had,  any  such  right 
as  that  contended  for.  No  case  has  been  mentioned,,  and  I  am 
myself  not  aware  of  any,  in  which  a  waterworks  undertaking  or 
a  gas  undertaking  formed  under  this  or  any  similar  Act  has  been 
sold  by  or  at  the  suit  of  debenture-holders.  I  should  certainly 
hesitate  for  the  first  time  to  make  an  order  of  that  kind,  and  par- 
ticularly in  a  case  like  this,  wrliere  it  seems  to  me,  looking  at  the 
whole  transaction,  that  a  mortgage  of  the  undertaking  only  was 
authorised  by  the  first  provisional  order,  and  that  the  form  of  the 
debentures  contemplates  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the 
cdmimny  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  the  charge.  In  all 
the  circumstances,  therefore,  I  think  it  would  not  be  right  to 
make  an  order  authorising  the  selling  or  breaking  up  of  this 
water w ork s  company. 

The  only  other  question  is  whether  a  manager  can  be  appointed. 
Tlie  business  of  the  company  is  not  referred  to  in  clause  7  of 
the  Provisional  Order  of  1879,  nor  comprised  in  the  mortgage ;  the 
charge  was  not  to  hinder  or  interfere  with  the  business  of  the 
company,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  in  this  respect  also 
the  case  is  within  the  decision  in  Gardner  v.  The  London,  Chatham, 
and  Dover  Raihoay  Company.  We  all  know  very  well  that  an 
Act  was  passed  after  that  case  authorising  the  appointment  of  a 
manager.  But  that  Act  did  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this,  but  only 
to  tlie  case  of  a  railway  company:  30  Sc  31  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  6. 

[His  Lordsliip  accordingly  gave  judgment  declaring  the  plaintiffs 
entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  undertaking,   directing  an   incpiirv 
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who  were  the  debenture-holders  and  what  was  due  to  each  of  them, 
and  not  continuing  so  much  of  the  orders  of  the  12th  of  September, 
1888,  and  the  21st  of  January,  1889,  as  appointed  a  manager,  but 
continuing  the  appointment  of  the  receiver.] 


In  re  Barton-upon-Humber  and  District  Water  Company  (Limited). 

58  L.  J.  Ch.  61.3-616  (s.  c.  42  C^li.  1).  58.5  ;  38  W.  R.  8). 

Watenoorks  Company.  —  Undertaking  for  a  Pub/ic  Purpose.  —  Winding  up.  [613] 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction,  viiider  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  to  wind  up  a 
waterworks  company  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  wiU  make  a 
w  inding-up  order  in  a  proper  case,  although  it  may  afterwards  be  necessary 
to  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  enable  the  property  to  be  sold. 

Petition. 

The  above-named  company  was  registered  in  May,  1885,  under 
tlie  Cumpanies  Acts,  1862  to  1883,  as  a  company  limited  by 
shares. 

Tlie  objects  for  which  the  company  was  established  were  "  to 
construct  and  maintain  waterworks,  with  all  necessary  wells, 
shafts,  pumping-stations,  service  and  other  reservoirs,  filtering- 
beds,  pumps,  engines,  machinery,  and  works,  and  to  supply  water 
to  the  parish  of  Barton-upon-Humber  (and  certain  other  named 
parishes),  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  a  waterworks  company  in  all  its  branches. 

The  nominal  capital  of  the  company  was  £25,000,  divided  into 
2500  shares  of  £10  each. 

Tlie  petitioner  was  the  original  allottee  of  twenty  of  these  shares, 
oil  which  he  had  paid  the  sum  of  £40. 

The  petition  alleged  as  follows  :  — 

Paragraph  3.  919  shares  have  been  issued.  On  these  shares 
the  sum  of  £1536,  as  appears  by  the  books  of  the  company,  has 
been  paid  up,  leaving  due  the  sum  of  £7654. 

Paragraph  7.  By  an  agreement,  dated  the  30tli  of  December, 
1886,  and  made  between  the  company  of  the  one  part  and  the 
Atkins  Filter  and  Engineering  Company,  Limited,  of  the  other 
part,  it  was  agreed  that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £10,000  in 
cash  and  £3750  in  fully  paid-up  shares  of  the  company  to  be 
allotted  to  the  said  filter  company,  such  company  should  carry 
out  the  works  authorised  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  (passed  on  the 
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16th  of  July,  1885,  to  confirm  a  provisional  order  made  by  the 
Board  of  Trade  under  the  Gas  and  Waterworks  Facilities  Act, 
1870.  Such  provisional  order  designated  the  company  as  "  the 
undertakers"  for  the  purposes  of  the  order.) 

Paragraph  8.  Francis  Atkins  and  Walter  Atkins  are  now  the 
only  directors  of  the  company. 

Paragraph  9.  The  borrowing  powers  of  the  company  are  limited 
to  the  sum  of  £6250.  Debentures  to  the  full  extent  have  been 
issued ;  but,  in  addition,  duplicate  debentures  have  been  issued  as 
hereinafter  mentioned. 

Paragraph  10.  The  works  were  commenced  in  September,  1887, 
and  are  now  stated  to  be  finished,  with  the  exception  of  the  soften- 
ing of  the  water  and  connecting  the  works  to  the  town  of  Barton. 
In  order  to  complete  these  works  the  sum  of  about  £2000  will  liave 

to  be  expended. 
[*614]  *  Paragraph  12.  Francis  Atkins  and  Walter  Atkins, 
with  the  assistance  of  a  firm  of  stock l)rokers,  have,  your 
petitioner  believers,  entered  into  some  arrangement  by  which 
thirty-four  of  the  holders  of  shares  in  the  company  to  the  amount 
of  £6780  have  purported  to  transfer  their  shares  to  Francis  Atkins 
(who  is  chairman  of  the  Filter  Company)  for  a  nominal  considera- 
tion. Francis  Atkins,  your  petitioner  believes,  is  a  man  without 
means,  and  tlie  Filter  Company  is  in  course  of  liquidation.  The 
alleged  transfers  have  all  been  made  between  the  15th  of  March, 
1889,  and  the  15th  of  May,  1889,  and  have  none  of  them  been 
registered;  and  your  petitioner  believes  that  the  transfers  have  ncit 
been  made  honti  fide. 

Paragraph  13.  The  undertaking  is  believed  to  be  a  valuable  one ; 
but  the  works  have  now  been  at  a  standstill  for  upwards  of  uiiie 
months.  In  the  mean  time  Francis  Atkins  and  George  Atkins 
have,  without  authority,  fraudulently  caused  to  be  issued  duplicate 
debentures  of  the  company  to  the  extent  of  £1500,  and  these,  your 
petitioner  believes,  have  been  dealt  with  as  a  security  for  money 
which  has  not  been  applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  company. 

Paragraph  15.  One  of  the  shareholders  has  taken  out  a  summons 
to  have  his  name  removed  from  the  register  of  members.  .  .  .  The 
summons  will  raise  a  question  as  to  the  whole  of  the  919  shares. 

Paragraph  16.  By  clause  12  of  the  said  provisional  order  it  is 
provided  that  the  works  were  to  be  completed  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  section   11   of  the  Gas  and  Water  Facilities  Act, 
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1870,  which  section  enacts  that  if  within  three  years  from  the  date 
of  the  provisional  order  the  undertakers  do  not  complete  the  works, 
the  powers  given  by  such  order  shall  cease  to  be  exercised ;  and  a 
(piestion  arises  as  to  whether  the  company  is  now  in  a  legal  posi- 
tion to  go  on  with  the  works  and  complete  them  in  a  way  to  make 
the  property  of  the  company  of  any  use. 

Paragraph  17.  There  are  no  creditors  of  the  company  except  for 
very  small  amounts ;  but,  unless  the  alleged  transfers  to  Francis 
Atkins  are  declared  not  to  be  binding  on  the  company,  it  is  com- 
mercially insolvent. 

Paragraph  19.  The  substratum  of  the  company  is  really  gone, 
and  it  is  not  possible  to  carry  out  the  essential  purpose  for  which 
it  was  formed. 

The  petition  then  alleged  that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was 
just  and  equitable,  and  in  the  interests  of  the  shareholders,  that 
the  company  should  be  wound  up,  and  prayed  that  the  company 
might  be  wound  up  by  the  Court. 

Emden,  for  tlie  petition.  —  The  allegations  in  the  petition  are 
sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  make  a  winding-up  order.  No 
doubt  Kav,  J.,  in  Blakcr  v.  The  Herts  and  Essex  WateYworks 
Company,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  497;  41  Ch.  D.  399,  p.  428,  ante,  refused 
to  direct  the  sale  of  a  watei^wurks  company,  because  it  w\as  an 
undertaking  for  a  public  purpose;  but  in  In  re 'The  Bradford 
Navigation  Company,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  161,  733;  L.  R,  10  Eq.  331; 
L.  E. ,  5  Ch.  600,  Malixs,  V.  C. ,  expressly  decided  that  a  canal 
company  might  be  wound  up  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862; 
although  the  order  could  not  be  completely  carried  into  effect 
without  the  aid  of  Parliament. 

The  company  did  not  appear. 

North,  J.  I  feel  no  difficulty  about  making  the  order  asked 
for.  The  petition  alleges  that  the  works  are  not  completed ;  and 
cannot  at  present  be  completed,  because  there  are  no  funds  for  the 
purpose.  The  petition  also  alleges  that  if  certain  transfers  (alleged 
not  to  have  been  made  honci  fide)  are  set  aside,  funds  may,  and 
probably  will,  Ije  forthcoming  by  means  of  which  the  undertaking 
may  have  effect  given  to  it. 

The  counsel  for  the  petitioner  suggests  that  there  may  be  a  diffi- 
culty in  working  out  the  order,  because  the  company  is  a  company 
esta'olished  for  a  public  purpose,  and  nothing  else;  and  that,  as 
surh  an  undertaking  cannot  l)e  sold,  the  company  (if  they  appeared 
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by  counsel)  would  probably  contend,  on  the  authority  of  Blaler's 
Case,  that  no  profit  would  result  from  niakin<_;  a  wiuding-uji 
order.  Now,  in  that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Kay  gave  judgment  fnr 
the  plaintiffs  declaring  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  charge  upnu 
the  undertaking ;  he  did  not  direct  a  sale  of  the  undertak- 
[*  615]  ing,  or  appoint  a  manager  on  the  grounds  laid*downlty 
the  Lords  Justices  in  Gardner  v.  The  London,  Chatlium, 
and  Dover  Raihvay  Covipanij,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  323;  L.  E.,  2  Ch.  201, 
p.  410,  ante  ;  but  he  did  not  dismiss  the  action,  although  he  thought 
that  the  Court  ought  not  to  direct  a  sale. 

Here,  in  my  opinion,  the  order  asked  for  should  l)e  made;  and 
the  fact  that  the  undertaking  is  for  a  pul)lic  purpose  will  not  make 
the  order  improper.  If  I  make  no  order,  all  the  expenditure  which 
has  been  already  made  will  be  wasted;  and  directors  who  are 
alleged  to  have  acted  improperly  will  not  be  made  accountal)le. 
I  am  not  now  considering  whether  I  can  make  an  order  for  the  sale 
of  the  property,  —  it  may  be  tliat  I  cannot  do  so.  It  may,  or  may 
not,  be  necessary  to  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  authorise  a  sale 
of  the  undertaking;  and,  if  it  should  be  found  to  be  necessary,  I 
do  not  apprehend  that  there  will  be  any  difficulty  in  obtaining  it. 
A  winding-up  order  was  made  by  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  in  In  re 
The  Bradford  Navigation  Company;'  but  in  that  case,  and  also  in 
a  later  case  l)efore  me,  it  was  found  necessary  to  ol)tain  an  Act  of 
Parliament  in  order  to  carry  out  the  sale. 

I  find  that  in  Blakers  Case,  Mr  Justice  Kay  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs,  but  felt  a  diiticulty  about  making  an  order  to 
sell  the  undertaking.  Now  here  I  am  asked  to  do  what  wcnild  be 
equivalent  to  the  judgment  he  gave  in  that  case.  By  appointing 
an  official  liquidator  I  shall  not  be  taking  the  management  out  of 
the  hands  of  the  company;  I  shall  simply  be  ap])ointing  an  officer 
of  the  Court  to  carry  it  on  in  the  interest  of  tlie  shareholders ;  and, 
in  so  doing,  I  am  not  doing  anything  contrary  to  what  Mr,  Justice 
Kay  decided  in  Blaher's  Case,  and  T  see  no  difficulty  in  making 
the  order  asked  for  on  the  ground  suggested,  — namely,  that  I  may 
not  be  able  to  make  an  order  for  sale  of  the  property.  A  winding- 
up  order  was  made  in  the  case  of  The  Bradford  Navigation 
Company,  in  the  earlier  case  of  The  Wey  and  Aritn  Junction 
Canal  Company,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  509;  L.  R,  4  Eq.  197,  and  in  other 
similar  cases. 

T  do  not   forget  the   decision  in   /?i  re    The    Comptany  of  Free 
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FisJiermc/i  of  Faversham,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  187 ;  36  Ch.  D.  329,  in 
which  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  make  a  winding-up  order ; 
but  that  was  a  company  uf  a  peculiar  kind ;  and  no  good  could  be 
got  from  making  an  order  in  that  case,  because  the  right  of  fishing- 
was  one  which  could  not  be  sold.  There  were  certain  observatiuns 
l)y  Lord  Justice  Fry  in  that  case  as  to  the  fishery  being  "  for  the 
public  benefit. "  His  Lordship  said  :  "  One  word  only  with  regard 
to  the  last  point  to  which  I  adverted,  which  was  the  recital  in  the 
Act  that  this  fishery  is  for  the  public  benefit.  I  am  bound  to  say 
that  I  should  pause  long  before  I  was  a  party  to  the  destruction, 
by  winding  up,  of  an  undertaking  which  the  Legislature  had 
solemnly  declared  to  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  public,  as  well  as  to 
the  company  itself;"  and  the  company,  in  that  case,  had  been 
going  on  for  a  long  time.  He  then  proceeded :  "  I  will  make  this 
further  observation,  that  the  statute  in  which  that  recital  is  con- 
tained seems  to  me  to  carry  evidence  of  the  anxiety  of  the  Legisla- 
ture that  this  corporation  should  not  "be  put  an  end  to.  .  .  .  There 
was  therefore,  no  charge  given  for  the  corpus  of  the  moneys 
advanced  on  the  fishery.  The  mode  in  which  the  right  of  the 
debenture-holders  was  worked  out  was  by  their  obtaining  a 
receiver  of  the  profits  of  the  fishery.  That  looks  to  me  very  much 
as  though  the  Legislature,  while  authorising  the  corporation  to 
borrow  for  its  purposes,  at  the  same  time  was  desirous  that  the 
corporate  property  should  never  cease  to  be  vested  in  the  corpora- 
tion ;  for,  although  the  profits  might  be  received  by  a  receiver  and 
distributed  amongst  the  debenture-holders  so  long  as  there  was 
default  in  payment,  yet  there  was  no  power  of  sale  given,  no  right 
to  sell  the  fishery,  no  right  against  the  fishery  in  any  other  way 
than  by  obtaining  a  receiver  of  profits.  I  doubt,  tlierefore,  whether 
the  Legislature  ever  intended  that  the  property  so  vested  in  the 
corporation  should  be  put  an  end  to  by  the  claims  of  creditors. " 

Assuming  this  waterworks  company  to  be  a  company  formed  for 
tlie  public  benefit,  the  public  can  get  no  benefit  whatever 
from  it  as  things  now  stand.  I  consider  *it  most  for  the  [*616] 
public  benefit  that  this  company  should  be  wound  up,  with 
a  view  to  having  its  business  carried  on  hereafter  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  either  by  itself  or  by  some  other  company.  In  making 
that  order  I  am  not  going  contrary  to  the  view  of  Mr.  Justice 
Kay  in  Blaker's   Case. 
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ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  first  of  the  above  principal  cases  (Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham, 
it  lid  Dover  Railicaij  Coiiqjatiij)  lias  been  followed  iy  numerous  cases; 
and  the  principle  of  the  decision,  subject  to  the  statutorj^  modifications 
})elow  referred  to,  has  never  been  questioned. 

The  Railway  Companies  Act  1867  (30  &  31  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  4,  passed 
subsequently  to  the  decision  in  Gardner  v.  London,  Chafliam,  and 
Dover  KaUwaij  CoiniMiny)  enacted  (as  to  judgments  obtained  upon 
contracts  made  after  the  Act)  that  the  rolling  stock  and  plant  used 
by  a  railway  company  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway,  or  of  their 
stations  or  workshops,  should  not,  after  the  railway  is  open  for  public 
traffic,  be  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution;  but  the  person  who  has  re- 
covered judgment  may  obtain  the  ap})ointment  of  a  receiver,  and,  if 
necessar}',  of  a  manager.  By  sect.  23  of  the  same  Act  debenture- 
holders  were  given  a  priority-  over  all  other  claims  on  account  of  en- 
gagements entered  into  after  the  jjassing  of  the  Act. 

The  protection  from  seizure  in  execution  by  a  judgment  creditor, 
given  by  section  4  of  the  above  Act  ti>  the  rolling  stock,  &c.,  of  a  rail- 
way compan}'  after  such  railway  is  (tpen  for  public  traffic,  continues 
although  the  railway  is  afterwards  closed  for  traffic.  Midland  Waggon 
Company  v.  Potterins  lutibrni/  Chihiki hi/  (1880),  6  Q.  B,  D.  36,  50  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  6,  43  L.  T.  511.  20  W.  K.  78. 

The  construction  and  effect  of  the  4th  section  was  authoritatively 
determined  by  the  Court  of  Ap[)eal  in  the  case  of  Re  Manchester  and 
MUford  Railway  Company,  Ex  parte  Cambrian  Railway  Company 
(1880),  14  Ch.  D.  645,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  365,  42  L.  T.  714.  It  was  there 
laid  down  that  where  the  judgment  creditor  of  a  railway  company  is 
unpaid,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  or  manager  is  a  matter  of  right. 
And  that  where  the  railway  is  to  be  carried  on  as  a  going  concern  the 
appoijitment  of  a  manager  is  necessary  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th 
section.  The  order  made  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  to  refer  it  to  the 
Vice-Chancklloi;  to  ap]ioint  a  manager,  without  prejudice  to  any  ap- 
plication by  the  directoi-s  ])ro])osing  themselves  or  some  of  their  number 
as  managers. 

A  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  23rd  section  of  the  Act  of 
1867  came  before  the  Court?  of  Appeal  in  Re  Tfnll,  Barnsley,  and  West 
Riding  Raihray  CV>m/>a«// (1888).  40  Ch.  D.  119,  58  L,  J.  Ch.  205, 
59  L.  T.  877.  37  W.  R.  145.  The  Court  held  that  this  clans.-  did  not 
alter  the  rights  of  creditors  so  as  to  give  debenture-holders  a  charge  on 
anything  else  but  the  "undertaking"  as  defined  in  G(trdner^s  Ca^e. 
Consequently  the  debenture-holders  hud  no  right  to  be  paid  in  priority 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  surplus  lands  which  had   Ijeen  sold  on  ijic  appli- 
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cation  of  judgaient  creditors.  It  has  also  been  decided  that  the  prior- 
ity given  by  this  section  does  not  interfere  with  the  rule  that  out  of 
the  monies  received  by  the  receiver  or  manager,  due  provision  must  in 
the  iirst  place  be  made  for  the  working  expenses  and  outgoings  of  the 
undertaking.  This  provision  which  is  expressly  contained  in  section  4 
must,  in  effect,  be  read  into  sect.  23.  Re  Cornwall  Minerals  Rdilwdi/ 
Compajiy  (C.  A.  1883),  48  L.  T.  41;  In  re  Eastern  and  Midlands 
Railway  Company  (C.  A.  1890),  45  Cli.  D.  367,  63  J..  T.  604. 

The  judgment  of  Lord  Cairns  in  the  case  of  (Gardner  v.  London, 
Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company  is  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Judicial  Committee  in  an  a})peal  from  Canada:  Bourgoui 
V.  La  Conipagnie  du  clieviln  de  fer  da  Montreal,  &c.  (1880),  5  Ap[t. 
Cas.  382,  403,  in  support  of  the  position,  also  established  by  the  special 
legislation  touching  the  railway  in  (question,  that  a  transfer  of  tlie 
undertaking  to  a  provincial  government  confirmed  by  what  [)urporte<l 
to  be  a  legislative  act  of  that  government,  was  ultra  vires  as  well  of 
the  transferors  as  of  the  provincial  government.  Another  appeal  from 
Canada  in  which  the  effect  of  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Railway  Company  is  considered,  is  that  of  Redfield  v.  Corporation  of 
Wickham  (1888),  13  App.  Cas.  467,  57  L.  J.  P.  C.  94,  58  L.  T.  455. 
It  is  there  pointed  out  that  the  law  of  Canada  in  respect  of  the  remedies 
of  creditors  is  different;  and  that  although  the  law  does  not  sanction 
the  breaking  up  of  the  undertaking  by  piecemeal  sales  at  the  instance 
of  judgment  creditors  or  incumbrancers,  it  is  settled  by  the  jurispru- 
dence of  that  country,  confirmed  by  Act  of  the  Dominion  Parliament 
(46  Vict.  c.  49),  that  a  railway  or  section  of  a  railway  may,  as  an 
integer,  be  taken  in  execution  and  sold,  like  other  immoveables,  in 
ordinary  course  of  law. 

In  the  case  of  Re  Panama,  Neiv  Zealand,  &c.  Royal  Mail  Company 
(1870),  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  318,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  482,  22  L.  T.  424,  18  W.  R. 
441,  Lord  Justice  Giffard  distinguished  the  case  of  Gardner  v. 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Compjany.  The  case  was  that 
of  a  steamship  company  which  had  been  ordered  to  be  wound  up. 
He  observed  that  in  the  principal  case  of  Gardner  v.  London,  Chat- 
ham, and  Dover  Railway  Company  the  subject-matter  on  which  the 
debentures  operated  was  a  permanent  railway,  which  could  not  be 
sold  oi"  dealt  with  in  any  way.  In  the  case  in  point,  however,  th<* 
word  "undertaking"  had  reference  to  all  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany, not  only  that  which  was  then  in  possession,  but  to  all  whirli 
might  be  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  debenture.  The  woi-d  ''under- 
taking" implied  that  the  company  would  go  on,  and  the  contract  of 
the  debenture-holder  was  that  if  he  received  his  interest,  he  should, 
until  the  period  of  ])ayment  of  his  principal  arrived,  not  interfere  wirli 
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the  business  of  the  company,  and  should  not  be  entitled  to  any  account 
of  past  profits  or  dealings  of  the  compau}'.  ''I  see  no  difficulty  in  giv- 
ing that  interpretation.  But  the  moment  the  company  sto])s  working, 
and  is  wound  up,  the  rights  of  the  parties  become  clear;  and,  as  I 
think,  the  debenture-holders  are  in  as  good  a  position  as  if  they  had  a 
specific  charge  uj)on  the  property  of  the  company-." 

The  decision  of  Air.  Justice  Xorth  in  the  last  of  the  above  principal 
cases  (In  re  Barton-upon-HiiTnber  and  District  Water  Company)  was 
followed  by  Mr,  Justice  Stirling  in  the  case  of  a  tramways  company 
lie  BoroiKjli  of  Portsmouth,  &c.  Tramoxiys  Company  (Ch.  D.  30  April 
1892)  1892,  2  Ch.  362,  61  L,  J.  Ch,  462,  66  L.  T.  671,  40  W.  R,  553, 
The  company,  which  was  incorporated  by  a  special  Act  incorporating  the 
Companies  Clauses  Act  1845,  issued  debentures  (in  the  form  prescribed 
by  Schedule  C,  to  that  Act)  bj'  which  thej'  assigned  to  the  debenture- 
hulders  the  undertaking  of  the  company  except  calls  on  shares  necessary 
for  the  completion  of  the  authorized  works,  and  all  the  tolls,  &c.  An 
unpaid  debenture-holder  who  had  already  (on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
other  debenture-holders)  obtained  an  order  that  the  debenture-holders 
should  stand  as  judgment  creditors,  and  also  obtained  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  presented  a  petition  for  a  winding-up  order.  The  learned 
Judge,  after  observing  that  it  had  been  expressly  decided  that  a  tram- 
Avay  company  was  not  a  railway  cnmpaiiy  within  the  exception  in  sec- 
tion 199  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  and  commenting  adversely  on  a 
certain  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Malins,  concluded  as  follows:  — 

"Xo  doubt  a  ])erson  who  comes  to  enforce  a  security  cannot  get  any- 
thing more  than  his  security  gives  him,  and  I  take  it  to  be  decided 
that  a  debenture  in  the  form  of  those  now  in  question  gives  the  holder 
n<i  greater  securit}^  than  the  undertaking,  as  defined  in  Gardner  v. 
London,  Chatham,  &  Dover  Railiray  Company.  That  is  to  say,  all 
the  creditor  can  get  from  his  _security  is  the  fruit  of  the  undertaking 
as  a  going  concern;  he  cannot  pull  the  undertaking  to  pieces,  or  break 
it  up,  so  as  to  avail  himself  of  the  separate  parts  towards  satisfaction 
of  his  debt.  In  thi'  present  case  the  petitioner  does  not  come  to  en- 
force his  security,  but  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  company.  It  is 
admitted  that  an  ordinary  creditor  of  a  company  miglit  present  a  peti- 
tion to  wiiul  up  the  company,  and  obtain  an  order  uj)on  it.  1  fail  to 
see  why  a  debenture-holder,  whose  debt  is  payable  and  who  has  ex- 
hausted all  his  remedies  except  a  winding-up  petition  without  obtain- 
ing payment  of  his  debt,  sliould  be  in  a  worse  position  tiiaii  an  ordi- 
nary creditor  who  has  got  no  security  upon  the  undertaking.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  remedy  given  to  him  to  enforce  his  security  upon  (he 
undertaking  as  a  going  concern,  does  not  deprive  ]iini  of  his  rcnii'dy  as 
a  creditor  who  has  obtained  a  judgment  for  his  dvbt.  but  cauiioi  i'!i:,i;.i 
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iiayment.  It  was  also  said  that  the  company  ought  not  to  be  wound 
up  because  the  preamble  of  the  Act,  by  which  it  was  incorporated,  says 
that  the  construction  of  the  tramway  would  be  to  the  public  advantage. 
That  objection  has  been  met  by  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  North,  in 
T/i  re  Barton-iqjon-Humhev  and  District  Water  Company.  I  see  no 
way  in  which  the  petitioner  can  enforce  payment  of  his  debt  other 
than  a  wdnding-up  order;   so  I  make  the  order." 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Mr.  Beach  (2  Private  Corporations,  sect.  763),  after  citing  the  Gardner 
case,  says :  "  So  also  in  America  it  is  said  that  the  large  sovereign  powers 
given  by  the  State  to  railway  corporations  are  granted  and  exercised  only 
upon  the  theory  that  these  public  rights  are  to  be  used  to  promote  the  general 
welfare  of  the  people  of  the  commonwealth ;  aud  the  people  have  an  interest 
in  the  maintenance  of  the  undertaking  as  a  '  going  concern  '  which  is  not  to 
be  defeated  by  its  creditors.  Accordingly  the  courts  are  very  reluctant  to 
appoint  receivers  to  take  charge  of  these  qucm  public  properties,  and  decline 
to  act  unless  clearly  necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.  It  is  in  the 
application  of  this  doctrine  that  the  courts  in  England  and  in  the  United 
States  differ.  For  example,  in  Connecticut  the  principle  was  invoked  to 
justify  the  overruling  of  the  efforts  of  a  minority  to  resist  foreclosure  and  a 
subsecpient  reorganization  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the  property  in  legiti- 
mate iise."  Citing  Gntes  v.  Bnslon.  S^c.  R.  Co.,  33  Connecticut,  333.  In  this 
case  the  Court  say :  "  Upon  principle  it  would  seem  plain  that  railroad  prop- 
erty once  devoted  and  essential  to  public  use,  must  remain  pledged  to  that 
use,  so  as  to  carry  to  full  completion  the  purpose  of  its  creation ;  and  that 
this  public  right,  existing  by  reason  of  the  public  exigency,  demanded  by  the 
occasion,  and  created  by  the  exercise  by  a  private  person  of  the  powers  of  a 
State,  is  superior  to  the  property  rights  of  corporations,  stockholders,  and 
bondholders."  Citing  Railroad  Cnmm'rs.  v.  Portland,  cS'c.  R.  Co.,  63  Maine, 
278;  18  Am.  Rep.  "iOS;  Aitorneif-Gejieral  v.  West  W.  R.  Co.,  36  Wisconsin, 
466 ;  People  v.  Albany  §'  Vt.  R.  Co  ,  24  Xew  York,  261 ;  Attorney-General  v.  So. 
Minn.  R.  Co.,  18  Minnesota,  40.  Consult  also  Burnham  v.  Boioen,  111  United 
States,  781  ;  Worcester  v.  West.  R.  Co.,  4  Metcalf  (Mass.),  .564  ;  Sage  v.  Mem- 
phis, ^-c  R.  Co.,  135  United  States,  361 ;  Stevens  v.  Davison.  18  Grattan  (Vir- 
ginia), 819;  98  Am.  Dec.  692,  and  notes  under  Xos.  19,  20,  21,  supra,  p.  462. 

The  Gardner  case  is  largely  considered  in  Jones  on  Railroad  Securities, 
sect.  99-103,  456.  He  says:  "In  the  United  States  courts  of  equity  have 
exercised  their  powers  with  much  more  freedom  in  the  appointment  of  re- 
ceivers of  railways.  .  .  .  Generally  however  the  doctrine  is  fully  recognized 
that  courts  assume  the  management  of  railroads  only  with  a  view  to  the 
winding  up  of  insolvent  companies  on  the  sale  of  their  property  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgage  creditors.  .  .  .  But  without  the  aid  of  a  statute,  the  chancery 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  is  sufficient  for  the  exercise  of  this  authority  in  all 
instances  where  their  interference  is  necessary  to  protect  the  pi-operty  or  to 
enforce   the  right  of   persons   intei-ested  in  it,  whether  creditors  or  stock- 
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holders."  Citing  Stevens  v.  Dachon,  supra,  in  which  tlie  Coui't  said  :  "  While 
for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  §•  Dover 
Railway  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  201,  a  court  of  chancery  will  be  reluctant  to  appoint 
a  receiver  to  take  charge  of  and  manage  a  railroad,  it  is  competent  to  do  so 
where  such  a  course  is  indispensable  to  secure  the  rights  of  the  legitimate 
stockholders  and  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice."  See  Zcdirlslic  v.  R.  Co. 
23  Howard  (United  States  Sup.  Ct.),  331 ;  Peahody  v.  Flint,  (i  Allen  (Mass.), 
52;  March  v.  East.  R.  Co.,  40  New  Hampshire,  .548;  77  Am.  Dee.  732;  Miner 
V.' Belle  Isle  Ice  Co.,  93  Michigan,  97  ;  17  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  412.  I>nt 
see  Republican  M.  S.  Mines  v.  Brown,  58  Fedei'al  Reporter,  04.1 ;  24  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  776,  holding  that  this  power  exists,  in  the  absence  of  breach 
of  trust,  fraud,  or  dealing  ultra  rires,  only  by  virtue  of  statute,  observing : 
"The  better  view  undoubtedly  is  that  at  common  law  no  such  power  to  decree 
a  surrender  or  forfeiture  of  corporate  franchises  was  vested  in  courts  of  equity, 
to  be  exercised  at  the  suit  of  an  individual,  although  some  courts  have  upheld 
the  right  of  a  court  of  chancery  to  exercise  that  power  when  invoked  by  the 
State  through  its  attorney-general.  Folyer  v.  Columbian  Ins.  Co.,  99  Mass. 
267,  274;  96  Am.  Dec.  747;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch.  366,  377;  French  v. 
Gifford,  3.5  Iowa,  148;  Attorney-General  v.  Chicago  ^'  ^Y.  IF.  R.  Co.,  35  Wis. 
425,  511 ;  Morawetz  Priv.  Corp  ,  §  1040."  So  it  was  held  in  Wheeler  v.  PnJt- 
nian  Iron  Co.,  143  Illinois,  197  ;  17  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  818,  that  courts 
of  chancery  have  no  inherent  authority  to  decree  the  dissolution  of  a  corpoi  a- 
tion.  In  Miner  v.  Belle  Isle  Ice  Co  ,  supra,  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  last 
above  stated  "  is  subject  to  qualification.  It  has  been  held  that  when  it  turun 
out  that  the  purpose  for  which  a  corporation  was  formed  cannot  be  attained, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  company  to  wind  up  its  affairs,"  and  if  necessary  this 
will  be  done  by  the  Court.     This  is  a  very  learned  review. 


No.  19.  — EEX  V.  SEVERN  AND  WYE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

(K.    B.    1819.) 

No.  20.— REG.  V.  BRISTOL  DOCK  COMPANY. 
(Q.  B.  1842.) 

No.  21.  — COHEN  7-.  WILKINSON. 
(chancery  1849.) 

RULE. 

Where  a  company  formed  for  public  purposes  neglects 
to  do  works  which  are  directed  by  its  Acts  of  Parliament, 
it  mny  be  compelled  to  perform  its  obligations  by  mandamvs. 

Sncli  a  company  may  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
exceeding  its  powers. 
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Rex  V.  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Company. 

2  Baru.  &.  Aid.  646-652  (s.  c.  21  K.  R.  433). 

Railway  Company — Duty  to  reinstate  railway.  —  Mandamus. 

Where  a  railway  was  made  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  Parlia-  [646] 
nient,  by  which  the  proprietors  were  incorporated  ;  and  by  which  it 
was  enacted  that  the  company  should  make,  and  they  were  authorised  and 
empowered  to  make  and  maintain  a  certain  railway ;  the  company  having 
afterward  taken  up  the  railway  :  Held  that  a  mandamus  might  issue  to 
compel  the  company  to  reinstate  and  lay  down  again  the  railway. 

W.  E.  Taunton  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  Severn 
and  Wye  Railway  and  Canal  Company  to  show  cause  why  a  writ 
of  nmndamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  them,  commanding 
them  to  reinstate,  lay  down  again,  and  maintain  part  of  a  certain 
railway  or  tramroad,  Ijy  them  theretofore  made  under  the  author- 
ity of  certain  Acts  of  Parliament,  from  or  near  a  place  called  Miry 
Stock  to  the  summit  of  Churchway  Engine,  and  which  had  been 
taken  up  and  destroyed  by  the  company.  It  appeared  by  the 
affidavits  that  the  company  had  been  incorporated  by  two  Acts 
of  Parliament,  the  49  and  50  G.  III. ,  and  were  empowered  ^  to 
make  and  maintain  a  railway  or  tramroad,  passable  for  waggons 
and  other  carriages  from  and  to  certain  places  mentioned  in  the 
Act,  and,  among  others,  from  or  near  a  place  called  Miry  Stock  to 
the  summit  of  Churchway  Engine,  in  his  Majesty's  forest  of  Dean; 
that  they  were  empowered  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose,  and  to 
apply  the  same  towards  making  and  completing  the  railway,  and 
to  receive  certain  rates  of  tonnage  for  goods  carried  along  the  rail- 
way ;  and  all  persons  were  to  have  free  liberty  to  pass  upon  and 
use  the  railways  with  waggons  or  other  carriages,  constructed  as 
therein  described,  upon  payment  of  the  rates ;  and  it  was  provided, 
that  if  the  company  did  not  complete  the  railway  within  three 
years,  the  Act  was  to  be  no  longer  in  force.  It  appeared  that  the 
company  did  complete  the  railway  within  that  time,  and 
that  they  received  tolls  *  for  the  passage  of  carriages  over  [*  647] 
that  part  of  the  railway  which  extended  from  Miry  Stock 
to  the  summit  of  Churchway  Engine,  which  part,  for  some  time 
after  the  making  of  it,  was  used  by  the  public,  who  experienced 

'  The  report  is  here  copied  from  2  B.  &     recital  of  the   statute  by  Bowen,  L.  J., 
-\1  .  .  l)ut  observe   the  correction  in  the     mentioned  in  the  notes  post. 
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the  convenience  proposed  Ly  the  promoter.s  of  the  work.s.  The 
affidavits  then  stated  that  the  leading  members  of  the  company 
having  become  the  owners  of  collieries  situate  on  another  branch 
of  the  railroad,  the  company,  a  short  time  after  the  branches  had 
been  completed,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition  from 
the  collieries  communicating  with  that  ])rancli  of  the  railway 
extending  from  Miry  Stock  to  the  summit  of  Churchway  Engine, 
determined  to  render  that  brancli  of  the  railroad  impassable,  and 
caused  the  iron  tramplates  thereon,  for  a  space  of  several  hundred 
yards,  to  be  taken  up,  and  thereby  destroyed  that  branch ;  whereb}' 
the  public,  and  particularly  persons  possessing  collieries  in  tli;it 
part  of  the  forest  of  Dean  which  lies  contiguous  to  the  last- 
mentioned  branch,  had  been  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  using  that 
branch  of  the  railway.  The  affidavits  then  stated  that  applicatiou 
had  been  made  to  the  company  to  reinstate  the  tramplates,  but  that 
they  had  refused  so  to  do. 

Scarlett  and  Puller  now  showed  cause.  This  is  clearly  a  public 
and  not  a  private  highway,  for  it  is  common  to  all  the  king's  sub- 
jects to  pass'  over  it  with  carriages  constructed  in  a  particular 
mode;  and  by  the  73d  clause  a  penalty  is  given  to  the  company 
against  any  person  who  shall  ride  any  horse,  &c. ,  along  the  rail- 
way. Now  that  is  evidently  the  feature  of  a  public  and  not  of  a 
private  road;  and  if  it  be  a  public  road,  the  law  has  pro- 
[*  648]  vided  another  remedy,  — viz. ,  that  by  *  indictment.  The 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  The  King  v.  Tli-' 
Bank  of  EiKjlaniJ,  2  Dougl.  526,  is  this,  where  there  is  no  specitir 
remedy  the  Court  will  grant  a  mandamus  in  order  that  justice  nia\- 
be  done;  but  where  an  action  will  lie  for  complete  satisfaction 
equivalent  to  specific  relief,  and  the  right  of  the  party  applying  is 
not  clear,  the  Court  will  not  interpose  the  extraordinary  remedy 
of  a  mandamus.  BuLLER,  J.,  lays  down  the  same  doctrine  in  7'/'- 
Kinfj  V.  The  Bishop  of  Chester,  1  T.  E.  404 ;  1  E.  E.  237.  Now 
an  indictment  is  the  specific  remedy  to  compel  the  repair  of  a 
public  road;  it  is  a  remedy  well  known  to  the  law,  and  in  constant 
use.  There  is  no  instance,  on  the  other  hand,  of  a  mandamus 
V)eing  granted  for  such  a  purpose,  and  that  of  itself  is  a  very  strong 
argument  against  tlie  present  rule.  Possibly  the  company  may  not 
have  funds  for  tlie  purpose  of  reinstating,  and  the  Court,  in  such 
a  case,  would  not  grant  a  mandamus.  If  this  application  succeeds, 
a  mandamus  will  lie  in  eveiy  case  where  the  locks  of  a  canal  happen 


R.  C.  VOL.  VII.]  CORPORATION.  —  PART.    II.  447 

No.  19.  —  Kex  V.  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Company,  2  Barn.  &-  Aid.  648-650. 

to  be  out  of  repair,  and  any  party  has  an  interest  in  having  them 
repaired. 

W.  E.  Taunton,  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  can  hardly  be 
called  a  public  highway ;  it  is  common  only  to  those  passengers 
who-  choose  to  use  carriages  of  a  particular  description ;  it  cannot 
be  used  by  a  person  on  horseback.  [Holroyd,  J.  It  is  a  public 
highway  to  be  used  in  a  particular  mode.  A  footway  can  be  used 
only  by  foot  passengers,  and  not  by  others,  yet  it  is  certainly  a 
public  highway,  Bayley,  J.  A  towing  path  is  to  be 
used  only  by  horses  employed  in  towing  vessels,  *  yet  it  is  [*  649] 
a  common  highway  for  that  purpose.]  An  indictment  is 
not  a  specific  remedy  in  this  case ;  it  will  not  eft'ect  the  purpose 
required,  so  speedily  and  effectually  as  a  iiiandanius ;  for  if  the 
defendants  are  convicted  upon  an  indictment,  the  Court  can  only 
impose  a  fine  upon  them,  being  a  corporatiun,  and  that  fine  may 
be  levied  by  distress  upon  their  property ;  and  cases  might  occur 
where  the  tangible  property  of  a  corporation  might  be  so  small 
that  they  might  suljmit  to  the  payment  of  any  fine,  and  still  not 
do  the  thing  required.  At  all  events,  the  remedy  is  not  so  speedy 
and  effectual  as  that  by  mandamus.  In  Tlie  King  v.  The  Com- 
missioners of  Dean  Iticlosure,  2  M.  &  S.  80,  it  was  said  in  argu- 
ment that  an  indictment  against  the  commissioners  for  not  obeying 
an  order  of  sessions  directing  them  to  set  out  a  road  as  a  public 
road,  would  not  be  a  specific  remedy,  —  i.  c. ,  such  a  remedy  as  the 
case  demanded  ;  for  an  indictment  was  only  a  proceeding  i7i  pceiiam 
for  the  past,  and  not  a  remedy  for  the  future ;  and  Lord  Ellex- 
BOROUGH,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  "  Upon 
the  objection  of  there  being  another  remedy  in  this  case,  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  what  has  been  observed  by  the  counsel  in  support  of 
the  rule  is  extremely  material,  and  that  an  indictment  would  not 
afford  that  convenient  mode  of  remedy  which  might  be  obtained  by 
mandamus. "  That  case  is,  therefore,  an  authority  to  show  that 
it  is  no  objection  to  the  granting  of  a  mandamus  to  do  a  particular 
act  that  an  indictment  will  also  lie  for  the  omission  to  do  that  act, 
and  that  they  maj^  be  concurrent  remedies.  In  Tlic  King  v. 
Bedford  Level,  6  East,  367,  Laavrence,  J. ,  seemed  to  con- 
sider that  a  quo  warranto  information  *and  a  mandamus  [*  650] 
may  be  concuri'ent  remedies ;  and  he  said,  that  there 
might  be  occasions  where  a  mandamus  would  be  the  more  proper 
ieuieily.      A  mandamus  here  is  the  more  proper  remedy,  because 
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il  will  more  speedily  and  effectually  compel  the  doing  of  the  thing 
required  than  an  indictment. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  I  have  entertained  considerable  doubts  during 
the  discussion,  whether  the  Court  ought  to  grant  a  'niandamus  to 
compel  the  doing  of  an  act,  the  omission  to  do  which  may  })e  pro- 
secuted by  indictment.  I  am  now,  however,  satisfied,  by  the 
authorities  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  there  is  no 
reasonable  ground  for  that  doubt.  If  an  indictment  had  been  a 
remedy  equally  convenient,  beneficial,  and  efl'ectual  as  a  man- 
damus, I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  grant 
the  mandamus;  but  I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  an  indict- 
ment is  not  such  a  remedy,  for  a  corporation  cannot  be  compelled 
by  indictment  to  reinstate  the  road.  The  Court  may,  indeed,  in 
ca.se  of  conviction,  impose  a  fine,  and  that  fine  may  be  levied  by 
distress;  but  the  corporation  may  submit  to  the  payment  of  the 
fine,  and  refuse  to  reinstate  the  road ;  and  at  all  events  a  consider- 
able delay  may  take  place.  The  remedy,  therefore,  is  not  so 
effectual  as  that  by  ma/idamus.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion, 
that  the  circumstance  of  the  corporation  being  liable  to  an 
indictment,  is  no  objection  to  the  granting  of  a  mandamus ;  and, 
upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  affidavits,  I  think  this  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute. 

Bayley,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  By  mandamus 
[*  651]  the  Court  may  compel  the  road  to  be  reinstated.  *  In  the 
case  of  an  indictment,  the  Court  can  only  impqse  a  fine, 
which  fine  can  be  levied  only  on  the  effects  of  the  corporation,  if 
any  such  effects  can  be  found ;  and  if  it  so  happen  that  the  corpora- 
tion had  not  tangible  property  upon  which  the  distress  could 
operate,   the  remedy  would  be  altogether  ineffectual. 

HoLROYD,  J.,  concurred. 

Best,  J.  Both  upon  prin('i))le  and  authority  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  Court  ought  to  grant  this  mandamus.  Numerous  applica- 
tions are  made  to  Parliament  by  speculative  individuals,  to  form 
these  navigal)le  canals  and  railways ;  great  public  benefits  are  held 
out  as  an  inducement  to  the  Legislature  to  sanction  these  under- 
takings ;  and  when  their  sanction  is  obtained,  is  it  to  be  permitted 
to  these  persons  to  say,  that  they  will  do  only  that  which  is 
beneficial  to  themselves,  and  disregard  entirely  the  interests  of  the 
ji'/iblic  ?  It  has  been  argued  in  this  case,  that  there  is  a  specific 
remedy  by  indictment,  and  that,  therefore,  we  ought  not  to  grant 
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a  mandamus.  I  think,  however,  that  that  objection  ought  not  to 
prevail  in  this  case,  for  an  indictment  does  not  afford  a  remedy 
equally  effectual  to  compel  the  reinstating  of  the  road,  which  is 
the  purpose  to  be  answered  by  the  granting  of  this  writ.  The 
Court  can  only  impose  a  fine,  in  case  a  corporation  be  convicted 
upon  an  indictment,  and  that  fine  may  be  levied  by  distress  from 
time  to  time ;  and  even  then  the  corporation  may  elect  not  to 
repair  the  road ;  and  at  all  events  considerable  delay  would  ensue. 
By  mandamus,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defendants  will  be  com- 
pelled to  do  the  thing  required,  unless,  by  the  return  to 
the  *  mandamus,  they  show  a  sufficient  reason  for  not  [*  652] 
<loing  it ;  and  if  they  show  no  such  reason,  then  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  issues  ;  and,  in  case  of  non-compliance,  an  attach- 
ment may  issue  against  those  who  disobey  the  writ.  There  being, 
therefore,  no  other  remedy  equally  effectual  to  answer  the  purposes 
required,  I  think  that  we  ought  to  grant  a  mandamus  ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  aljsolute. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  The  writ  should  be  to  reinstate  and  lay  down 
again,  but  not  to  maintain  the  tramroad. 

Rule  absolute. 

Reg-.  V.  Bristol  Dock  Company. 

2  Q.  B.  64-71  (s.  c.  2  Ry.  Cas.  599;  6  Jur.  216). 

Company  fur  Public  Purposes.  —  Dutt/  to  execute  Works.  —  Mandamus. 

By  a  dock  Act  (43  G.  ITT.  c.  cxl.)  certain  persons  were  formed  into  a  [64' 
company  for  improving  a  port,  and  made  proprietors  of  the  works,  and 
were  authorised  and  directed  to  make,  complete,  and  maintain  a  new  course 
or  channel  for  a  river,  the  same  to  be  of  equal  depth  and  breadth  at  the 
bottom,  and  with  equal  inclination  of  the  sides,  as  the  then  present  river  course 
then  had  in  those  parts  thereof  which  had  not  been  excavated  or  embanked, 
or  as  near  as  circumstances  would  admit,  except  in  such  parts  of  the  new- 
course  as  should  be  cut  through  rock  or  stone. 

A  mandamus  issued  to  the  company,  stating  in  the  inducement  that  the 
company  had  made  and  completed  a  new  channel,  but  that  certain  parts  of 
the  south  bank  or  side,  not  cut  through  rock  or  stone,  had  since  become  and 
"were  broken  down  and  out  of  repair,  and  the  inclination  of  the  said  side  was 
thereby  greatly  altered,  to  the  danger  of  obstruction  of  the  navigation,  and 
damage  of  all  the  liege  subjects,  ^c.  And  the  company  were  commanded  to 
repair  and  maintain  the  said  parts  of  the  south  bank. 

Held,  that  mandamus  was  a  proper  remedy. 

Return,  that  the  company  were  not  i-equired  by  the  statute,  nor  otherwise 
liable,  to  repair  and  maintain  the  said  parts;    and  that,  as  near  as  circuni- 
VOL.  VII.  —  29 
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stances  had  admitted  or  did  admit,  they  had  maintained  the  new  course  of 
equal  depth  and  breadth  at  the  bottom,  and  with  equal  inclination  of  the 
sides,  as  the  river  course,  at  the  time  of  the  Act  passing,  had  in  those  parts 
which  had  not  been  excavated  or  embanked,  and  except  such  parts  of  the 
new  course  as  had  been  cut  through  rock  or  stone. 

Held,  that  the  fu'st  part  of  the  return  was  bad,  as  traversing  matter  of  law, 
and  also  because  a  legal  liability  appeared. 

That  the  second  part  was  also  bad,  as  not  answering  the  mandatory  part  of 
the  writ,  but  applying  only  to  inatter  stated  in  the  writ  as  a  consequence  of 
the  omission  to  repair. 

Mandamus  to  The  Bristol  Deck  Company.  The  inducement 
stated  that,  in  and  by  a  certain  Act,  &c.  (43  G.  III.  c.  cxl. ),  local 
and  personal,  public,  "  for  improving  and  rendering  more  com- 
modious the  port  and  harbour  of  Bristol,"  certain  persons  were 
united  into  a  company  of  proprietors  of  the  works  thereby 
authorised  and  directed  to  be  made,  and  of  the  cuts,  canal,  &c. , 
hereditaments,  and  premises  which  sliould  belong  thereto  or  be 
held  therewith ;  the  said  company  to  be  known  by,  and  use,  the 
lirm  or  style  of  The   Bristol  Dock  Company,   and  to  have  such 

powers  and  authorities  as  were  in  the  said  Act  given  to 
[*  65]  them;  and  it  was,  in  and  by  the  said  Act  (amongst  *  other 

things),  enacted,  sect.  30,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
company,  and  they  were  thereby  authorised  and  required  (amongst 
other  works),  to  make,  complete,  and  maintain  a  canal,  or  entrance 
basin,  in  Eownham  Mead,  in  that  part  of  the  parish  of  Clifton 
which  lies  in  the  city  of  Bristol,  to  communicate  by  sufficient 
gates  and  locks  with  the  floating  harbour;  and  also  to  make, 
complete,  and  maintain,  &c.  (other  works  specified) ;  and  also 
to  make,  complete,  and  maintain  a  new  course  or  channel  for  the 
river  Avon,  from  or  near  the  Eedcliffe,  through  part  of  the  parish 
of  Bedminster  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  through  part  of  the 
jjarishes  of  Saint  Mary  Eedcliile  and  Temple  in  the  said  city  of 
Bristol,  into  the  river  Avon,  at  or  near  the  high  land  called 
Totterdown,  the  same  to  be  of  equal  deptli  and  breadth  at  the 
bottom,  and  with  equal  inclination  of  the  sides,  as  the  then 
present  river  course  then  had  in  those  parts  thereof  which  had 
not  been  excavated  or  embanked  by  quay  walls  or  other  buildings, 
or  as  near  as  circumstances  would  admit,  and  except  only  in  such 
parts  of  the  said  new  course  as  should  be  cut  through  rock  or 
stone ;  and  also  to  make,  complete,  and  maintain  such  other  works 
and  improvements,   within  the  limits  in  the  said   Act  aftermen- 
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tioned,  as  the  said  company  sliould  consider  necessary  for,  and 
which  would  completely  answer  and  effect,  the  purposes  aforesaid. 
That,  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act,  and  of  certain 
other  Acts  of  Parliament  for  altering  and  amending  the  same,  and 
extending  the  powers  and  provisii:>ns  thereof,  the  company  did 
make  and  complete  the  several  works  by  the  said  Acts  in  that 
behalf  directed  to  be  made,  and,  amongst  other  works, 
*  did  make  and  complete  a  new  course  or  channel  for  the  [*  66] 
river  Avon,  from  or  near  the  Eedcliffe,  &c.  (as  in  the 
recital  of  the  clause  above) ;  but  that,  since  the  making  and  com- 
pleting the  said  new  course  or  channel  of  the  river  Avon,  certain 
parts  of  the  south  bank  or  side  of  the  said  new  course  or  channel, 
not  cut  through  rock  or  stone,  lying  between,  &c.  (describing  the 
situation),  have  become,  and  now  are,  broken  down  and  out  of 
repair,  and  the  inclination  of  the  said  side  of  the  said  parts  of 
the  said  new  course  or  channel  has  been  thereby  greatly  altered 
since  the  construction  thereof  as  aforesaid ;  to  the  great  danger 
of  the  obstruction  of  the  navigation  of  the  said  river  Avon,  and  to 
the  great  damage  and  prejudice  of  all  liege  subjects  having  occasion 
to  use  and  navigate  the  same.  That  application  had  been  duly 
made  to  the  company  to  repair  and  maintain  the  said  parts  of 
the  said  south  bank  or  side  of  the  said  new  course  or  channel  of  the 
said  river  Avon,  so  being  broken  down  and  out  of  repair  as  afore- 
said, pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  said  first  mentioned  Act, 
and  to  their  duty  in  that  behalf ;  but  tliat  the  company  had  alto- 
gether neglected  and  refused,  and  still  do  neglect  and  refuse,  to 
repair  and  maintain  the  same. 

The  writ  then  commanded  the  company  that  immediately  aftei 
the  receipt  of  tlie  writ  they  should  repair  and  maintain  the  said 
parts  of  the  said  south  bank  of  the  said  new  course  or  channel  ol 
the  said  river  Avon,  lying  between,  &c.  (as  before),  so  made  by 
them  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  several  Acts  for  the  improve 
ment,  &c. ,  or  that  they  should  show  cause,  &c. 

Eeturu.  That  the  company  are  not  required  by  the  statutes 
in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  nor  are  they  *  otherwise  liable,  [*67' 
to  repair  and  maintain  the  said  parts  of  the  south  bank  of 
the  new  course  of  the  river  Avon,  in  the  writ  mentioned.  An:' 
that,  as  near  as  circumstances  have  admitted  or  do  admit,  they 
have  maintained  the  said  new  course  of  equal  depth  and  breadth  a! 
the  bottom,  and  with  ecjual  inclination  of  the  sides,  as  the  ther 
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present  river  course,  at  the  time  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  forty -third  year  of  George  III.,  had  in  those  parts 
thereof  which  liad  not  then  been  excavated  or  embanked  by  quay 
Avails  or  other  buildings,  and  except  only  in  such  parts  of  the  said 
new  course  as  have  been  cut  through  rock  or  stone.  Wherefore  the 
company  cannot  and  ought  not  to  repair  or  maintain  the  said  parts 
of  the  said  south  bank,  as  by  the  writ  they  are  commanded. 
The  case  was  argued  on  concilium  in  last  Hilary  term.  ^ 
Sir  J.  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  against  the  return.  Man- 
damus is  the  proper  remedy  for  the  grievance  which  tlie  writ 
shows.  Rex  v.  TJie  Bristol  Dock  Company,  6  B.  &  C.  181.  The 
company  are  authorised  and  required  to  make,  complete,  and  main- 
tain the  new  channel.  Whether  or  not  they  were  required  to  make 
and  complete  it,  they  are  at  any  rate  required,  after  making  it,  to 
maintain  it.  This  follows,  not  merely  from  the  word  "  required, " 
but  from  the  grant  of  the  power  to  make  the  channel  for 
[*  68]  the  public.  Ilex  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  *  Corn- 
pany,  2  B.  &  Aid.  646,  p.  445,  ante;  Rex  v.  Inhahitants 
of  Kent,  13  East,  220;  12  E.  E.  330;  Rex  v.  Inhahitants  of 
Lindsey,  14  East,  317;  12  E.  E.  529;  Rex  v.  Kerrison,  3  M.  & 
S.  526;  16  E.  E.  342.  In  those  cases  there  were  no  words 
expressly  requiring  the  act  to  be  done ;  but  the  duty  was  implied 
from  the  powers  having  been  granted  and  accepted.  Then  the 
return  furnishes  no  answer.  The  mandatory  part  of  the  writ  com- 
mands the  company  to  repair  and  maintain  the  parts  named  of  the 
new  channel.  Pjut  the  return  first  denies  the  legal  liability,  which 
results  as  an  inference  of  law  from  the  statute ;  and  then  it  adds 
that  they  have  maintained  the  channel  in  a  certain  specified  con- 
dition as  near  as  circumstances  admit.  This  does  not  show  a 
compliance  with  the  command  of  the  writ.  It  is  like  the  return 
in  Rex  v.  The  Ouze  Bank  Commissioners,  3  A.  &  E.  544.  There 
Patteson,  J.,  said  that  he  should  not  have  thought  it  enough  if 
the  commissioners  had  even  returned  tliat  they  had  done  all  things 
necessary  for  putting  the  banks  in  a  permanent  state  of  repair. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  contra.  The  return  answers  all  that  is  properly 
the  subject  of  a  mandamus.  For  neglect  of  ordinary  repair  the 
proper  remedy  is  not  mandamus,  but  indictment.  Regina  v.  Tlie 
Trustees  of  the  Oxford  and  Witney  Turnpike  Roads,  12  A.  &  E. 

1  January  20th,  1841.  Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Patteson,  and 
Coleridge,  JJ. 
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427.  In  Bex  v.  Inhahitants  of  Kent,  Ilex  v.  Inhabitants  of 
Lindserj,  and  Rex  v.  Kerrison,  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  remedy 
was  indictment.  In  Eegina  v.  Gamble,  11  A.  &  E.  69,  this  Couit 
refused  a  mayidamus,  where  the  parties  applying  had  other 
means  of  enforcing  the  alleged  duty ;  and  there  *  Lord  [*  69] 
Denman,  C.  J.,  appears  to  disapprove  of  Ilex  v.  llie  Secern 
and  Wye  Ilailwaij  Corivpany,  2  B.  &  Aid.  Q-iQ.  p.  445,  ante.  Even 
in  a  civil  action,  if  the  statute  raise  a  duty,  case  lies  at  the  suit  of 
an  individual  injured  hy  the  neglect  of  such  duty.  Farnahy  v.  The 
Lancaster  Canal  Company,  11  A.  &  E.  223;  The  Lancaster  Canal 
Company  v.  Parnaby,  11  A.  &  E.  230.  Those  two  cases  also 
show  that  the  question  here  is  as  to  the  duty  shown  by  the  statute, 
and  does  not  depend  on  the  manner  in  which  that  duty  is  construed 
in  the  mandatory  part  of  the  writ.  The  Act  does  not  in  terms 
require  the  company  to  repair  the  new  channel,  but  only  to  make, 
complete,  and  maintain  it ;  though  in  interpreting  the  words  of  a 
local  Act,  so  minute  an  interpretation  may  perhaps  not  be  admissi- 
ble as  may  be  applied  to  those  of  a  general  Act.  But  the  return 
answers  so  much  of  the  command  as  the  statute  justifies,  and 
applies  specifically  to  tlie  grievance  in  the  inducement. 

Sir  J.  Campljell,  Attorney -General,  in  reply.  The  propriety  of 
issuing  the  writ  cannot  be  questioned  at  this  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings. Tlie  Court  will  not  permit  so  vague  a  return ;  it  ought  to 
show  what  the  circumstances  are  which  do  not  admit  of  the  duty 
being  more  fully  performed.  Rex  v.  The  Ouze  Bank  Com,missioners, 
3  A  &  E.  544.  Cur.  adv.  vidt. 

Lord  Dexmax,  C.  J.,  in  last  Trinity  term  (May  25th),  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  Bristol  Dock  Company,  to  whom  the  writ  of  mandamus  was 
addressed,  are  created  by  a  local  Act,  stat.  43  Gr.  III.  c.  cxl. , 
to  improve  the  port  and  harbour  of  *  Bristol,  by  doing  certain  [*  70] 
works,  among  which  are,  sect.  30,  the  making,  completing, 
and  maintaining  a  new  course  or  channel  for  the  Avon,  from  or 
near  the  Eedcliffe,  by  a  certain  line,  into  the  Avon,  at  a  point 
described,  "  the  same  to  be  of  equal  depth  and  breadth  at  the 
bottom,  and  with  equal  inclination  of  the  sides,  as  the  then  present 
river  course  then  had  in  those  parts  thereof  which  had  not  been 
excavated  and  embanked  by  quay  walls  or  other  buildings,  or  as 
near  as  circumstances  would  admit,  and  except  only  in  such  parts 
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of  the  said  new  course  as  should  be  cut  through  rock  or  stone. " 
The  thirtieth  clause  expressly  requires  them  to  make,  complete, 
and  maintain  these  works. 

(His  Lordship  then  read  the  material  parts  of  the  writ,  2  Q.  B. 
64-66,  and  of  the  return,  id.  66;   ante,  pp.  449-451.) 

On  argument,  objection  was  taken  to  the  writ,  because  it  only 
enjoined  the  doing  that  for  omitting  which  the  company  are  liable 
to  indictment.  But  we  think,  even  if  such  an  objection  did  not 
come  too  late  after  the  writ  has  issued,  that  it  is  entitled  to  no 
weight.  Those  who  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  for  executing 
great  public  works  are  bound  to  fulfil  all  the  duties  thereby  thrown 
upon  them,  and  may  be  called  upon  by  this  Court  so  to  do.  If 
this  breach  of  contract  causes  a  public  nuisance  also,  that  cannot 
dispense  with  the  necessity  of  a  specific  performance  of  the  obliga- 
tion contracted  by  them. 

Then  the  return  is  insufficient,  merely  denying  the  liability  to 
repair  the  south  bank.  This  is  traversing  matter  of  law ;  and  the 
law  is  clearly  against  them ;  for  the  south  bank  of  the  new  channel 
plainly  appears  to  be  a  part  of  the  works  done  under  the  Act, 
[*  71]  which  the  *  company  are  bound  to  repair.  The  added  state- 
ment, that,  as  near  as  circumstances  would  admit,  they  hav^e 
kept  the  inclination  equal  (which  might  possiljly  have  been  an 
answer  if  the  mandatory  part  of  the  writ  had  merely  required 
such  inclination  to  be  preserved),  is  certainly  no  answer  to  the 
writ  as  it  is  framed ;  for  the  want  of  such  equality  of  inclination 
is  merely  stated  as  a  consequence  of  their  omission  to  repair  and 
maintain. 

If  so,  a  peremptory  mandamus  must  be  awarded. 

Peremptory  mandamus  to  issue. 

Cohen  v.  Wilkinson, 

1  Macnaghten  &  Gordon,  481-487. 


[181]  A  railway  company  hy  their  act.  had  power  to  make  a  railway  from 
E.  to  P.  The  original  undertaking  being  found  impracticable,  the 
majority  of  the  shareholders  agreed  to  construct  a  railway  from  E.  to  L., 
a  very  small  portion  of  the  line  originally  contemplated.  An  injunction  was 
granted,  at  the  suit  of  an  individual  shareholder,  restraining  the  company 
from  making  that  limited  portion  only. 
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This  was  an  applicatioa  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  director.s 
of  the  Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Eailway  Company,  and  of  the 
Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Eailway  Company,  to  reverse  an 
order  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Polls  (Lord  Langdale)  on  the 
l-tth  June,  1849,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  an  injunction  should 
issue  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  applying  the  capital  or  funds 
of  the  Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Eailway  Company,  or  any 
part  thereof,  in  or  towards  the  construction  of  a  railway  from  the 
Croydon  and  Epsom  Eailway,  commencing  by  a  junction  therewith 
in  the  parish  of  Epsom,  to  Leatherhead  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 
only,  or  any  otherwise  than  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  com- 
pleting a  railway  from  the  Croydon  and  Epsom  Eailway  to  the 
parish  of  Portsea,  in  or  near  to  the  town  of  Portsmouth,  in  the 
county  of  Southampton,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  then  vested 
in  them  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  that  the  injunction  so  granted 
might  be  dissolved. 

It  appeared  from  the  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  1st  June,  1849, 
by  the  plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  proprietors 
of  shares  in  the  Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Eailway  Company, 
except  the  defendants,  that  the  Act  by  which  the  Company  was 
constituted  (and  which  was  passed  on  the  26tli  June,  1846) 
enacted  that  the  railway  should  commence  by  a  junction  with 
the  Croydon  and  Epsom  Eailway,  and  should  pass  through  the 
various  parishes  in  the  Act  specified,  and  should  terminate 
in  the  parish  of  Portsea,  *  in  or  near  Portsmouth,  and,  [*  482] 
among  other  provisions,  that  the  Company  should  not  take 
tolls  for  the  use  of  the  railway,  until  the  works  required  to  be 
made  should  have  been  completed  ;  that  the  Act  also  provided 
that  the  railway  should  be  completed  within  five  years  from  the 
X)assing  of  the  Act,  and  that  upon  the  expiration  of  such  period, 
the  powers  granted  to  the  Company  for  executing  the  railway,  or 
<itherwise  in  relation  thereto,  should  cease  to  be  exercised,  except 
as  to  so  much  of  the  railway  as  should  be  then  completed ;  that 
the  plaintiff  was  an  original  subscriber  to  the  undertaking  for 
certain  shares  therein,  and  was,  at  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  duly 
registered  proprietor  of  seventy-one  shares,  in  respect  of  which  he 
had  paid  two  deposits  of  £1  and  £1  10s.  per  share,  and  two  calls 
of  £1  55.  and  £1  10s. ;  and  that  by  means  of  the  deposits  and 
calls  so  paid  by  him  and  other  members  of  the  Company,  the 
directors  had  already  raised  =£128,467.     The  bill  also  stated  that. 
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in  March,  1848,  at  the  ordinary  half-yearly  meetnig  of  the  Com- 
pany, a  report  was  submitted  by  the  directors,   which  contained 
the  following  passage  :  "  The  directors,   however,  hope  that  they 
may    still   be   able   to   effect   some    arrangement    under   existing 
powers,  which  will  enable  this  Company  to  commence  the  con- 
struction of  the  first  portion   of   the  line,  namely,  that  between 
Epsom  and  Dorking,  upon  terms  which  will  afford  the  proprietors 
a  ■  remuneration,  not  only   for   any   further  amount   that   may  be 
required    for  such  purpose,  but  also   for   the  capital   wliich   they 
have  already  expended."     The  bill  then  set  out  a  speech  of  the 
Chairman  at   that  meeting,  in   which  he  said,  "  that  it  was  not 
likely  any   opportunity    for    progressing    with  the  affairs   of    the- 
Company  would  occur ;  and  that  two  things  suggested  themselves 
for  adoption  ;  either  to  allow  their  powers  to  lapse,  or  to  obtain  an 
Act  of  Parliament   for  the  dissolution  of  the  Company." 
[*  483]  The  bill  then  set  out  a  *  report  submitted  to  another  meet- 
ing of  the  Company  on  the  27th  February,  1849,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  arrangement  proposed  at  the  last-mentioned  meeting, 
in  the  following  terms :  "  Since  the  last  meeting  of  the  proprietors, 
the  attention  of  the  directors  has  been  constantly  applied  to  the 
subject  of  the  arrangement  contemplated  in  the  leading  paragra})h 
of  their  report  made  to  that  meethig,  whereby  the  funds  expended 
on  this  undertaking  might  be  rendered  effectual  to  some  extent 
for  the   purposes  for  which  they  were  advanced,  but  they  regret 
that  they  are  still  unable  to  announce  anything  definite."     The 
bill  then  set  out  a  portion  of  the  speech  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Company  at  the  meeting,  wherein,  after  alluding  to  the  failure  of 
various  negotiations,   he  said,  "  We  are  no  longer  in  a  condition 
to  attempt  that  which  we  had  contemplated ;  we  have,  therefore, 
only  to  wnit  until  the  powers  of  our  Act  expire,  which  will  be  in 
June  next."     The  l>ill  proceeded  to  state,  that  it  appeared  by  the 
proceedings  at  the  meetings  that  the  Company  and  directors  had 
long  since  abandoned  all  intention  to  make  the  railway  as  author- 
ised  by  their  special  Act.,  viz.,  from  Epsom  to  rortsnioutli ;  but 
that  they  had  under  consideration,  and  were  about  to  carry  out,  a 
plan  for  making  a  railway  from  Epsom  to  Leatherhead,  a  distance 
of  about  four  miles  only,  and  to  apply  the  monies  of  the  Con)pany 
to  that  purpose,  and  that  they  had  entered  into  an  arrangement 
with  the  London  and  Brighton  Company,  for  the  works  of  such 
railway  when  made,  on  payment  of  certain  tolls.     The  bill,  after 
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.Stating  that  the  intention  of  the  directors  to  make  the  proposed 
railway  from  Epsom  to  Leatherhead  only,  became  known  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  first  time  within  fourteen  days  before  the  filing  of 
liis  bill,  prayed  a  declaration  that  it  was  not  within  the  powers 
of  the  Company  to  make  the  railway  to  Leatherhead  only ; 
find  *  an  injunction  in  the  terms  in  which  it  was  granted  [*484] 
by  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  (Lord  Laxgdale)  as  above 
stated.  The  object  of  the  present  motion  was  to  dissolve  this 
injunction. 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Bovill  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the 
motion.  The  parliamentary  contract  which  the  plaintiff  subscribed, 
authorises  the  construction  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  line. 
If  the  Act  makes  it  imperative  on  the  company  to  construct  the 
^vhole  line,  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  at  law  by  mandarmis.  Eegina 
\.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railuxuj  Company,  10  Ad.  &E1.  531 ;  1  Ey. 
Cas.  509  ;  2  Ey.  Cas.  260.  These  undertakings  are  regarded  as 
conferring  great  public  benefit,  and  also  in  the  light  of  contracts 
with  the  public. 

[The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Cottenham).  If  it  is  a  contract 
Avith  the  public,  is  it  not,  a  furtlori,  a  contract  with  the  indi- 
vidual sliareliulders  ?] 

The  plaintifl'  has  clearly  no  equitable  right  ;  and  even  if  he  had, 
he  has  waived  it,  the  bill  showing  that  he  was  cognizant  of  wdiat 
occurred  at  the  various  meetings  on  the  subject  of  the  abandon- 
nient  of  the  original  undertaking  ;  and  it  is  not  competent  for  him 
to  lie  by,  and  after  the  directors,  with  the  full  consent  of  all  the 
other  proprietors,  have  (as  the  fact  is)  served  notices  on  the  various 
landowners  on  the  portion  of  the  line  which  they  are  about  to  con- 
struct, and  thus  entered  into  binding  contracts  with  them 
(  Walker  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railvxiy  Company,  6  Hare,  594), 
to  file  his  bill  to  restrain  the  Company  from  completing  this 
jiortion.  These  contracts  having  been  thus  entered  into, 
this  injunction  will  be  *no  answer  to  a  bill  for  specific  [*  485] 
performance,  filed  by  any  individual  landowner.  This  is 
jint  like  a  case  of  an  appropriation  of  the  capital  of  the  Company 
t)  purposes  without  the  scope  of  the  undertaking,  as  in  Colvichi  v. 
Tiie  Eastern  Covntie-^  Raihray  Company,  10  Beav.  1.  The  prin- 
<-iples  on  which  this  Court  acts  in  reference  to  public  companies 
sire  accurately  stated  in  Freivin  v.  Leivis,  4  My.  &  Cr.  249.  Here 
t^^here  is  no  attempt  to  exceed  the  powers  of  the  Company ;  and 
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the  principle  on  which  this  injunction  is  granted  woiikl,  in  fact, 
be  equally  applicable  if  the  Company  were  about  to  construct  all 
but  a  mile  of  the  whole  line. 

If  the  question  involved  in  this  injunction  is  tested  by  the 
balance  of  convenience  or  inconvenience,  it  is  manifest  tliat  if  the 
defendants  are  restrained  from  making  this  portion  of  the  railway, 
the  mjury  to  the  Company  will  be  irreparable ;  whereas,  if  they 
are  permitted  to  go  on,  the  plaintiff  cannot  suffer  any  injury  by 
the  construction  of  part  only  of  the  whole  line.  The  words  of  the 
special  Act  are  not  mandatory,  but  permissive.  Stone  v.  The  Cum- 
mercial  Baihvay  Company,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  122. 

[The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Cottenham).  It  is  a  fallacy  to  say 
that  the  Company  are  restrained  from  making  this  portion  of  the 
line.  The  Master  of  the  Eolls  steers  clear  of  that,  by  expressly 
restraining  the  Company  from  making  a  portion  only ;  and  it  is 
quite  consistent  with  this  injunction,  and  competent  for  the 
defendants,  to  commence  this  portion  at  once,  provided  it  is  with 

the  intention  of  executing  the  entire  railway.] 
[*  486]  The  cases  of  The  Mayor,  &c.  of  Kiiujs  Lynn  v.  Pemher- 
ton,  1  Swanst.  244 ;  18  E.E.  62  ;  Agai^  v.  The  Regents  Canal 
Company,  1  Swanst.  250  n. ;  Ware  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Water- 
Works  Company,  2  Euss.  &  My.  470;  Salmon  v.  Randall,  3  Myl.  & 
Cr.  439 ;  Lord,  v.  The  Governor  and  Company  of  Copper  Miners 
2  PhiL  740,  were  also  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  foregoing 
argument. 

Mr.  Eolt  and  Mr.  H.  W.  Cole,  for  the  plaintiff,  were  not 
called  on  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Cottenham)  observed  that  the 
main  point  in  the  case,  namely,  the  right  of  an  individual  memlier 
of  a  Company  to  restrain  tliat  Company  from  applying  its  funds  to 
a  purpose  different  from  that  to  which  he  had  subscribed,  was 
one  well  settled  in  this  Court ;  that  the  question  therefore 
reduced  itself  to  this,  —  Was  what  tlie  Company  here  contem- 
plated doing,  the  purpose  for  which  tlie  plaintiff  had  suliscribed  ; 
in  short,  could  it  be  said  that  the  line  of  railway  jiroposed  to  be 
constructed  between  Epsom  and  Leatherhead,  a  distance  of  four 
miles  only,  was  equivalent  to  the  construction  of  a  railway  be- 
tween Epsom  and  Portsmouth  ?  His  Lordship  remarked  tliat  a 
railway  from  Epsom  to  Portsmouth  might,  in  the  estimation  of 
the  plaintiff,  have  been  a  good  speculation,  while  the  construction 
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of  a  line  for  the  four  miles  which  the  company  proposed  makiny; 
might  have  been  considered  a  very  bad  speculation.  His  Lord- 
ship then  added, — the  injunction  which  has  been  granted,  while 
it  leaves  it  entirely  open  to  the  Company  to  complete  the  whule 
work,  very  correctly  restrains  the  defendants  from  applying 
the  funds  of  the  Company  to  the  construction  of  a  *  por-  [*487J 
tion  only  of  that  work,  a  purpose  clearly  different  from 
that  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  subscribed.  It  has  been  argued 
that  this  injunction  is  an  interference  with  the  legal  powers  of 
the  Company ;  but  in  my  opinion,  it  is  exactly  the  reverse,  for  it 
is  founded  upon  a  legal  right,  which  Courts  of  law  have  fre- 
quently recognised  as  existing  between  the  }»ublic  and  a  Company. 
In  the  present  case,  the  obligation  wliich  the  Company  has  incurred 
is  sought  to  be  enforced  at  the  instance  of  the  shareholder,  who 
is  also  entitled  to  have  the  contract  to  which  he  has  subscribed 
strictly  performed.  Every  case  which  has  been  referred  to  dis- 
tinctly establishes  the  doctrine  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends. 
His  Lordship  concluded  by  observing  that  the  only  part  of  the 
case  about  which  he  entertained  any  doubt  was  the  allegation  at 
the  bar,  though  nowhere  apparent  in  the  bill,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  aware  of,  and  had  acquiesced  in,  the  substituted  undertaking. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  stated  that  this  was  the  first  tini.^ 
that  such  an  allegation  had  been  made,  and  that  it  was  entirely 
unfounded. 

The  LoED  Chaxcellor  thereupon  ordered  the  appeal  motion 
to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 
Cases  of  the  period  from  which  the  above  are  selected  must  be  applied 
witli  caution,  since,  as  observed  by  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  in  Berj.  v. 
Great  Western  Railivay  Com.pantj  (C.  A.  10  July,  1893),  62  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  572,  575,  69  L.  T.  572,  —  ''formerly  and  before  the  famous  ca«;e  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  of  The  York  and  Xorfh  Midland  B<rihcaif 
Company  v.  The  QiK^en  (1853,  1  EL  &  Bl.  858,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  225), 
the  general  opinion  of  the  Courts  was  that  if  a  railway  company  got 
power  to  make  a  line,  and  had  power  to  buy,  and  did  luay,  and  t-)ok 
steps  to  restrain  the  owners  of  private  property  from  the  nse  of  their 
private  property,  there  lay  upon  them  a  duty  enforceable  hy  mandamus 
to  construct  the  works  which  Parliament  had  empowered  them  to  con- 
struct." This  view  the  learned  Chief  Justice  further  observed  had 
been    completely  put   an   end    to    by  the    decision   of   the    Exchecpier 
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Chamber  above  mentioned,  and  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  a  Scotch  case: —  The  Edlnhurglt,  Fei'th  and  Dundee  Rdlhray  Com- 
nanij\.  FJiillp  {Philip  v.  Tlie  Edhiburf/h,  Perth  and  Dundee  Railu-aij 
Comjmmj),  1867,  2  Macq.  514. 

It  seems  to  have  been  considered  by  the  reporter  that  the  fact  of  the 
railway  having  been  opened  and  used  for  public  traffic  entered  into  the 
reasons  for  granting  the  mandamus  in  Rex  v.  Severn  and  Wye  RaU- 
iraij  Company.     But  however  that  may  be,  the  actual  judgment  is  i)laced 
on  an  unimpeachable  basis  by  the  judgment  of  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in  the 
al)Ove-mentioned  case  of  Reg.   v.    Great    Western  Railway  Company. 
He  says    (62  L.  J.  Q.  B.   580):    «'It   is  said  that  the  duty  to  main- 
tain is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  the  line  has  been  made,  and  for 
tliat  pur[>ose  an  old  case,  which  seems  to  be  misreported  —  The  King  v. 
The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Company  (2  B.  &  Aid.  646,  p.  445,  ante^ 
—  was  cited.     There  a  mandamus  did  issue  to  reinstate  the  line_,  Chief 
Justice  Abbott  pointing  out  that  he  would  grant  a  mandamns  to  rein- 
state, but  not  to  maintain  it.     But  upon  what  ground?     When  49  Geo. 
III.  c.  clix.  s.  1  —  the  provisions  of  which  are  not  correctly  transcribed 
in  the  report  —  is  looked  at,  it  will  be  found  that  an  express  obligation 
■was  imposed  upon  the  railway  company  to  complete  and  maintain.     The 
j)rovision  is  that  the  railway  company  '  shall,  and  they  are  herel)y  au- 
thorised and  empowered  to  make,  complete,  and  maintain'  the  railway. 
That  authority,  therefore,  does  not  prove  the  proposition  for  which  it 
■was  cited.     It  does  not  prove  that  a  railway  when  once  made  shall  be 
maintained  forever.      It  only  proves  that  when  a  statute  says  that  a 
railway  company  shall   maintain   it,    there   being   an  obligation  upon 
them  to  do  so,  that  obligation  necessarily  involving  an  obligation  to 
reinstate,   there  the  mandamus  to  reinstate  ■v\-ill   go.     In  the  present 
<-ase  no  sort  of  obligation  to  maintain  is  to  be  found  either  in  the  sec- 
tion or  in  the  statute.     The  duty  must  be  somewhere.      It  is  not  in 
the  statute.     What  has  been  done  since  the  statute  was  passed  from 
which  the  duty  to  maintain  can  be  implied?     It  cannot  be  suggested, 
when  a  statute  says  that  the  work  is  to  be  executed,  that  that  involves 
the  necessity  that  it  is  to  be  maintained  for  ever  by  the  persons  who 
execute  it.     If  the  Act  of  Parliament  intended  that  it  should  be  main- 
tained for  ever  by  the  persons  making  it,   nothing  would  have  been 
easier  than  to  have  said  so.     Many  Acts  of  ]\arliament  do  say  so,  and 
if  an  Act  does  not  say  so  it  is  because  it  was  not  intended  to  do  so. 
It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  obligation  to  make,  if  it  exists,  also 
involves  the  obligation  to  maintain.     It  was  admitted  on  bejialf  of  the 
appellants  that  there  was  no  obligation  to  make  the  railway,  and  the 
obligation  to  maintain  can  only  be  extracted  from    the  misconceived 
notion  that  when  a  power  has  once  been  exercised  there   is  a  compul- 
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sory  duty  to  go  on  exercising  it;  but  that  is  what  tlie  House  of  Lords 
and  the  Exchequer  Chamber  pointed  out  was  not  so.  The  class  of 
cases  to  which  allusion  was  made  in  PaTnahy  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal 
Company,  11  A.  &  E.  223,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B.  258,  and  the  illustration  of 
the  railway  bridge  given  in  the  judgment  of  Chief  Justice  Jervis,  in 
The  York  and  North  Midland  Ra'dwaij  Company  v.  The  Queen,  1  El. 
&  Bl.  858,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  225,  belong  to  a  totally  different  category  of 
instances.  If  something  is  done,  the  leaving  of  which  incomplete 
involves  injury  to  the  public  or  an  individual,  it  is  a  public  or  private 
nuisance.  To  build  one  arch  only  of  a  bridge  over  a  river,  and  not  to 
complete  the  bridge,  would  be  to  obstruct  the  navigation  of  the  river 
without  the  only  justification  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  must  fur- 
nish for  completing  the  whole  of  the  bridge.  In  the  same  wa}^,  if  a 
railway  is  ntade  which  is  unsafe,  and  the  public  are  invited  to  travel 
upon  it,  it  is  a  public  nuisance;  and  it  may  well  be  that  to  leave  in- 
complete that,  the  completion  of  which  is  the  only  justification  under 
the  statute  for  doing  it  at  all,  is  actionable.  That,  however,  is  very 
far  from  showing  that  a  railway  company  who  have  once  made  a  rail- 
way may  not  abandon  it  because  they  find  it  inconvenient  to  continue 
it,  and  in  such  abandonment  doing  that  which  is  no  nuisance  whatso- 
ever either  to  the  public  or  to  a  private  individual.  Such  an  act  can- 
not be  made  the  subject-matter  of  complaint." 

The  case  of  Farnahy  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Co.  {Lancaster  Canal 
Company  v.  Parnahy)  (1838),  11  A.  &  E.  223,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B.  258,  re- 
ferred to  in  the  judgment  just  cited,  was  a  decision  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  and  therefore  of  equal  authority  with  the  case  of  The  York 
and  North  3Ildland  RaUii'ay  Comjjany  v.  The  Queen.  The  Lancaster 
Canal  Company  was  authorized  and  empowered  b}'  special  Act  to  make 
and  complete  a  canal  to  be  navigable  to  and  through  the  places  there 
mentioned  and  to  do  all  things  necessary  for  maintaining  the  naviga- 
tion. The  canal  had  been  comjdeted  and  used  for  public  traffic;  and 
subsequently  the  navigation  became  obstructed  by  a  sunken  boat.  Tlie 
plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  a  fly-boat  accustomed  to  ply  on  the 
canal.  In  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  delivered  by 
TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  it  was  observed  that  the  clause  of  the  Act  relied  on 
as  imposing  the  duty  was  merely  an  enabling  or  permissive  clause,  and 
did  not  impose  a  duty  on  the  companj^;  but  there  was  a  duty  of  a  dif- 
ferent kind  imposed  by  the  common  law,  namely,  that  the  compaii}',  hav- 
ing made  the  canal  for  profit  and  opened  it  to  the  public  upon  payment 
of  tolls,  were  under  the  duty  to  take  reasonable  care,  so  long  as  they 
kept  it  open  for  the  public  use  of  all  who  may  choose  to  navigate  it, 
that  they  may  navigate  it  without  danger  to  their  lives  or  property. 
This  case  of  Parnahy  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Co.  was,  however,  an  action 
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for  damage  through  breach  of  duty,  and  it  is  not  there  decided  that  mrni- 
damns  would  lie  in  such  a  case,  though  the  duty  being  of  a  j)nblic  character 
would  furnish  an  argument  for  the  competence  of  such  a  proceeding. 

The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Great  Western  RaUaxiij  Comimnij  from  which 
the  judgment  of  Boweis]",  L.  J.,  has  been  cited  at  length,  was  one 
where  a  railway  had  been  let  down  by  owners  of  minerals  working 
their  minerals  (which  the  company  refused  to  purchase)  under  the 
railwa^^;  and  where  these  owners  subsequentl}'  required  the  railway 
company  to  reinstate  the  railway.  It  might,  perhaps,  consistently  with 
that  decision,  have  been  still  contended  that  an  obligation  is  contracted 
by  the  opening  of  a  railway  for  public  traffic,  and  its  having  been  used 
for  the  public  benefit.  But  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Darlas- 
toii  Local  Board  v.  London  &  KortJncestern  Ry.  Co.  (C.  A.  9  July,  1894, 
1894  2  Q.  B.  694,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  826,  71  L.  T.  461)  is  an  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  where  the  enactment  is  that  the  company  mai/  make  and 
maintain,  &c.,  there  is  no  obligation  on  the  company  to  maintain  or 
reinstate  aline  which  does  not  pay,  and  has  consequently  been  disused. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

In  People  v.  Alhanu  &,^  Vl.  R.  Co.,  24  New  York,  2G1 ;  82  Am.  Dec.  295,  it 
was  held  that  the  people  cannot  maintain  an  action  to  compel  a  raikoad  com- 
pany to  operate  its  road,  and  the  Court  said  oMier  that  the  remedy  was  by  quo 
warranlo,  maridnnms,  or  indictment.  (This  decision  is  criticised  in  Whiting  v. 
Sheboygan,  S^c.  R.  Co.,  25  Wisconsin,  167  ;  8  Am.  Rep.  30,  the  Court  ob.serv- 
ing  :  "  Although  it  was  intimated  that  mandamus  or  injunction  would  lie,  yet 
the  whole  reasoning  of  the  Court  was  against  it.  The  writ  has  never  yet  been 
sustained  by  any  Court  in  this  country."  Both  these  allegations  seem  correct, 
but  they  must  be  limited  to  the  proposition  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  com- 
pel the  building  of  a  railroad.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  will  lie  to  pre- 
vent the  abandonment  of  one  built.) 

The  precise  doctrine  of  Rex  v.  Severn,  &c.  Co.,  was  held,  on  the  authority 
of  that  case,  in  People  v.  Rochester,  §'e.  R.  Co.,  7(5  New  York,  294. 

The  subject  was  learnedly  examined  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  in  Attorney-General 
v.  Boston,  123  ISIassachusetts,  460,  and  mandamus  was  issued  to  compel  the 
city,  authorised  to  run  a  toll  ferry,  to  run  a  ferry  for  tolls  which  it  had 
undertaken  to  run  free. 

Mandamus  has  issued  to  county  officers  to  compel  tliem  to  build  a  jail. 
People  v.  La  Salle  County.  84  Illinois,  303 ;  State  v.  County  Comni'rs,  22 
Florida,  29. 

Also  to  compel  a  railway  company  to  construct  its  road.  State  v.  North- 
eastern R.  Co.,  9  Richardson  Law  (So.  Car.),  247;  G7  Am.  Dec.  551,  citing 
Rex  v.  Senern,  ^c.  Ry.  Co.,  and  other  English  cases. 

The  doctrine  was  applied  to  a  burial  company  in  Aft.  Moriah  Cem.iAssn.  v. 
Commonicealth,  81  Pennsylvania  State,  235 ;  22  Am.  Rep.  743,  on  an  apj-dica- 
tion  to  permit  interment  of  the  remains  of  a  coloured  person. 

In  Pumphrey  v.  Mayor,  ^'c,  47  Maryland,  145;  28  Am.  Rep.  446,  it  was 
held  that  mandamus  would  lie  at  the  suit  of  a  private  person  to  compel  a  city 
to  take  oharcfe  of  a  bridL;e  and  maintain  it  as  a  free  public  hifrhwav,  in  pur- 
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suance  of  direction  in  a  statute.  (It  is  conceded  that  the  right  of  a  private 
person  to  the  writ  is  mooted.     See  note,  28  Am.  Rep.  448.) 

Mandamus  was  granted  to  compel  an  irrigation  company  to  deliver  water. 
Combs  V.  Agric.  Ditch  Co.,  17  Colorado,  146 ;  '61  Am.  St.  Rep.  275.  And  to 
compel  a  city  water  company  to  supply  water.  Haugea  v.  ALbinu  L.  §■  W.  Co., 
21  Oregon,  411;  14  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  424,  Olmsted  v.  Morris  Aq. 
Proprs.,  47  Xew  Jersey  Law,  311.  And  to  compel  a  telephone  company  to 
furnish  service.  State  v.  Nebraska  Tel.  Co.,  17  Xebraska,  126  ;  52  Am.  Rep. 
404;  Com.  Un.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  N.  E.  Tel,  ^c.  Co.,  61  Vermont,  241 ;  5  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  161.  And  to  compel  a  gas  company  to  furnish  gas.  Shepard 
V.  Milwaukee  Gaslight  Co.,  6  Wisconsin,  539;  70  Am.  Dec.  479. 

Rex  V.  Severn,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  was  cited  and  approved  in  State  v.  Dodge  City, 
ij-c.  R.  Co.,  53  Kansas,  377  ;  24  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  564,  but  mandamus 
was  refused  because  the  company  was  insolvent.  And  the  general  doctrine  was 
explicitly  declared  in  State  v.  Sioux  City  ^  P.  R.  Co.,  7  Nebraska,  357.  In 
City  of  Potwin  Place  v.  Topeka  Ry.  Co.,  51  Kansas,  609  ;  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  312, 
mandamus  issued  to  compel  the  defendant  to  operate  a  railway  which  it  had 
abandoned,  citing  Union  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hall,  91  United  States,  343.  (See 
note,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  317.)  The  same  is  adjudged  in  State  v.  Hartford,  Sj-c. 
R.  Co.,  29  Connecticut,  538.  In  Railroad  Cnm'rs  v.  Portland,  ^-c.  R.  Co,  63 
]\Iaine,  269 ;  18  Am.  Rep.  208,  the  defendant  was  adjudged  to  obey  orders 
of  the  plaintiff  for  the  erection  of  a  station,  and  in  State  v.  New  Haven,  ^r. 
Co.,  41  Connecticut,  134,  to  resume  the  use  of  an  abandoned  station.  So  a 
railway  company  may  be  comjielled  by  mandamus  to  build  a  bridge  directed 
by  statute,  New  Orleans,  Sfc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mississippi,  112  United  States,  12; 
People  V.  Boston,  ^'c.  R.  Co.,  70  New  York,  569  ;  or  to  conform  its  track  to 
a  highway  through  which  it  runs,  Indianapolis,  cVc.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  37  Indiana, 
489  ;  People  v.  Chicago,  &,'c.  R.  Co.,  67  Illinois,  118 ;  or  to  bridge  its  tracks  where 
they  cross  streets,  and  maintain  approaches,  State  v.  St.  Paul,  &rc.  Ry.  Co.,  35 
Minnesota,  131 ;  59  Am.  Rep.  313  ;  or  to  make  a  viaduct  over  its  tracks,  State  v. 
]\[issouri.  Sec.  Ry.  Co.,  33- Kansas,  176  ;  or  to  restore  a  highway.  People  v.  Dutch- 
ess, Sfc.  R.  Co.,  58  New  York,  152;  Stale  v.  Hannibal,  cVc.  R,  Co.,  86  Missouri, 
13;  City  of  Oslikosh  v.  Milwaukee,  §r.  R.  Co.,  74  AVisconsin,  534;  17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  175;  or  to  conform  its  grade  to  a  highway  at  a  crossing,  Chicago,  Sfc. 
R.'Co.  V.  People,  56  Illinois,  365;  People  v.  D.  Sf  C.  R.  Co.,  58  New  York,  152  ; 
or  to  receive  and  carry  freight  without  imposing  exemptions  from  liability, 
People  V.  N.  Y.  C,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  28  Ilun  (New  York  Supreme  Court),  543. 

In  State  v.  Dodge  City,  ^'c.  Ry.  Co.,  53  Kansas,  377;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  295, 
injunction  was  issued  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  tearing  up  its  track, 
and  abandoning  its  route.  The  Court  said  :  "  While  the  title  to  a  com- 
pleted railroad  is  vested  in  the  corporation,  it  is  only  private  property  in 
a  qualified  sense.  Railroads,  like  all  other  public  thoroughfares,  are  public 
instrumentalities.  The  power  to  construct  and  maintain  railroads  is  granted 
to  corporations  for  a  public  purpose.  The  right  to  exercise  the  very  high 
attributes  of  sovereignty,  the  power  of  eminent  domain  and  of  taxation,  to 
further  the  construction  of  railways,  could  not  be  granted  to  aid  a  purely 
private  enterprise.     The  railway  company  takes  its  franchise  subject  to  the 
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burden  of  a  duty  to  the  public  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  the  charter.  The 
road,  when  constructed,  becomes  a  public  instrumentality  ;  and  the  roadbed^ 
superstructure,  and  other  permanent  property  of  the  corporation  are  devoted 
to  the  public  use.  From  this  use  neither  the  corporation  itself,  nor  any  person, 
company,  or  corporation  deriving  its  title  by  purchase,  either  at  voluntary  or 
judicial  sale,  can  divert  it  without  the  assent  of  the  State.  It  matters  not 
whether  the  enterprise  as  an  investment  be  profitable  or  unprofitable,  tlu' 
property  may  not  be  destroyed  without  the  sanction  of  that  authority  whicli 
brought  it  into  existence.  Witliout  legislative  sanction,  railroads  could  not 
be  constructed.  When  once  constructed,  they  may  only  be  destroyed  with 
the  sanction  of  the  State.  The  Legislature  unquestionably  has  the  power  to 
authorize  the  abandonment  of  railroads  when  they  cease  to  be  of  public 
utility."  Citing  Erie  ^'  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Casey,  20  Pennsylvania  State,  287  ; 
State  V.  S.  C.  Sf  P.  R.  Co.,  7  Nebraska,  357;  Railroad  Com'rs  v.  P.  &c. 
R.  Co.,  63  Maine,  269;  Railway  Co.  v.  Mining  Co.,  68  Illinois,  489;  Gale."  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  58  Connecticut,  333;  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  United  States, 
71 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Winans,  17  Howard  (United  States  Sup.  Ct.),  30  ;  Pierce  v. 
Emery,  32  New  Hampshire,  484;  People  v.  N.  Y.,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  28  Hun  (New- 
York  Sup.  Ct.),  543. 

The  decision  in  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.  and  Railroad  Co.  v.  Winans,  supra, 
"was  that  a  railway  company  may  not  lease  its  property  and  franchises. 
"  The  corporation  cannot  absolve  itself  from  the  performance  of  its  obliga- 
tions without  the  consent  of  the  legislature." 

In  Bardstown,  S^c.  R.  Co.  v.  Metcalfe,  4  Metcalfe  (Kentucky),  199;  81 
Am.  Dec.  541,  the  Court  observed  arguendo:  "  The  appellant  did  not  exj^ressly 
undertake  to  build  the  road  authorized  by  its  charter,  nor  did  its  charter 
expressly  declare  that  it  should  do  so,  nor  was  any  exclusive  right  to  do  so 
conferred  upon  it.  In  our  opinion  the  appellant  was  not  bound  to  commence 
the  road,  nor  to  complete  it  after  commencing  it,  nor  to  put  it  in  ojieration 
after  completion,  nor  to  continue  it  in  operation.  It  might  have  forfeited  its 
charter  by  non-user,  but  was  not  bound  to  use  it.  So  long  as  it  shall  avail 
itself  of  the  privileges  conferred  by  its  charter,  it  will  be  liable  to  the  burthens 
thereby  imposed.  But  in  our  opinion,  neither  the  public,  nor  any  individual 
not  connected  with  it,  can  compel  it  to  exercise  its  corporate  franchises,  or 
make  it  pay  damages  for  failing  to  do  so." 

A  corporation  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  perform  specific  imjiera- 
tive  statutory  duties.  So  railway  coinjiany  may  be  compelled  to  stop  at  all 
stations,  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  143  Illinois,  434;  19  Lawyers'  Reji. 
Annotated,  119;  or  to  make  a  farm  crossing.  State  v.  Chicago,  §t.  R.  Co.,  7!i 
Wisconsin,  259;  12  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  180;  or  to  grant  a  commuta- 
tion ticket  at  its  usual  rates,  State  v.  Delaware,  ^v.  R.  Co.,  48  New  Jersey 
Law,  55;  State  v.  New  Hai^en,  §'c.  R.  Co.,  37  Connecticut,  153  ;  or  to  deliver 
grain  without  discrimination,  Scofieldv  Lake  Shore,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  43  Ohio  State, 
571  ;  or  at  a  certain  elevator,  Chicago,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  56  Illinois,  365  ^ 
8  Am.  Rep.  690;  or  to  accept  tax  certificates  for  fare,  Mobile,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wisdom,  5  Heiskell  (Tennessee),  125  ;  or  to  restore  a  public  highway  crossed  bv 
its  tracks,  Moundsville  v.  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  West  Virginia,  92  ;  Stale  v.  H.,  ^c.  R. 
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Co.,  86  ^Missouri,  13  ;  or  to  compel  an  electric  railway  company  to  use  guard 
wires,  State  v.  JanesvUle,  St.  R.  Co.,  87  Wisconsin,  72 ;  22  Lawyers'  Rep.  An- 
notated, 759 ;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  23 ;  or  to  compel  a  railroad  to  erect  cattle 
guards,  Boggs  v.  Chicago,  Sfc.  Ry.  Co.,  54  Iowa,  435  ;  or  to  carry  passengers 
to  a  particular  terminus.     State  v.  H.,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  29  Connecticut,  538. 

But  the  writ  will  not  issue  to  compel  the  performance  of  a  discretionary 
specific  duty,  as  to  erect  a  station  house,  North.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Washington,  142 
United  States,  492  ;  People  v.  N.  Y.,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  104  Xew  York,  58 ;  58  Am. 
Rep.  484;  or  to  indicate  the  exact  location.  Florida,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  -M 
Florida,  482;  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  30.  But  in  StcUe  v.  Republican  V.  R.  Co.,  17 
Nebraska,  647,  it  was  held  that  the  erection  of  station  houses  is  not  discre- 
tionary, and  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus.  This  is  put  on  the  ground 
that  the  relaxation,  in  favour"  of  railroads,  of  the  common-law  rule  requiring 
personal  delivery  of  goods,  permitting  them  to  make  such  delivery  at  a  ware- 
house or  depot,  imposed  the  duty  of  providing  such  buildings. 

During  a  strike  of  the  employes  of  the  Brooklyn  Trolley  llaih'oad  Companies, 
in  1895,  the  strikers,  while  by  acts  of  tresjpass,  violence,  and  even  murder,  pre- 
venting others  from  taking  their  places  and  operating  the  roads,  although  an 
abundance  of  unemployed  men  stood  ready  to  do  so,  resorted  to  an  ingenious 
attempt  to  end  the  strike  in  their  favour,  by  procuring  from  Judge  Gaynor,  one 
of  the  judges  of  the  State  Court  of  nisi  prius  in  Brooklyn,  a  mandamus  against 
the  railway  companies  to  compel  them  to  do  what  they  could  not  do,  notwith- 
standing all  the  protection  which  the  State  afforded  them,  namely,  operate 
the  roads  in  the  face  of  the  resistance  offered  by  their  striking  employes. 
Xearly  all  the  comments  offered  on  this  decision,  both  lay  and  legal,  have 
been  unfavourable.  If  the  decision  had  been  carried  to  its  logical  result,  the 
corporations,  and  we  suppose  their  managing  officers,  would  have  bee;i  guilty 
of  contempt  of  court  in  refusing  to  obey  the  mandate  of  the  Court,  jarocured 
at  the  instigation  of  the  strikers,  although  their  inability  to  obey  it  was  due 
to  the  conduct  of  the  strikers  themselves. 

The  first  principal  case  is  cited  by  Morawetz  on  Private  Corporations,  .sect.. 
489,  note. 
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No.  22.  —  REG.   V.  GREAT   NORTH    OF    ENGLAND 
RAILWAY   COMPANY. 

(Q.  B.  1846.) 

No.  23.  — PUGH   V.  GOLDEN   VALLEY   RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

(c.  A.  1880.) 

RULE. 

A  CORPORATION  formed  for  public  purposes,  which 
exceeds  its  powers,  is,  if  the  misfeasance  concerns  the 
public,  liable  to  an  indictment ;  and  may,  at  the  instance 
of  a  private  person  injured,  be  restrained  by  injunction. 

Reg.  V.  Great  North  of  England  Railway  Company. 

9  Q.  B.  315-327  (s.  c.  16  L.  J.  M.  C.  16  ;   10  Jur.  755). 

Railn-ay  Company.  —  Act  ultra  vires.  — Nuisance.  —  Indictment. 

[315]         A  corporation  aggregate  may  be  indicted  for  a  misfeasance. 

As,  an  incorporated  railway  company,  for  cutting  through  and  ob- 
structing a  highway  by  works  performed  in  a  course  not  conformable  to  tlie 
powers  conferred  on  the  Company  by  Act  of  Parliament. 

Indictment.  The  first  count  charged  that,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  ottences,  &c.,  to  wit,  3d  July,  1838, 
there  was,  and  from  theuce  hitherto  hath  been,  and  still  is,  to  wit, 
at  the  township  of  Hurworth,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  a  certain 
common  and  public  Queen's  highway,  leading  from  the  village  of 
Hurworth,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  unto  Croft  Bridge,  also  in 
the  said  county,  used  by  and  for  all  the  liege  subjects,  &c.,  on  foot, 

and  with  their  horses,  &c.,  and  carriages,  to  go,  return,  &c., 
[*  316]   at  their   free  will  and  *  pleasure  :    and  that    The  Great 

North  of  England  Piailway  Company  ^,  on  the  said  3d  day 

Sect.  II.  authorises  the  Coiiijjaiiy,  "  for 
the  purposes  and  subject  to  tlie  ])rovisioii3 
and  restrictions  of  this  Act,"  to  enter 
lands,  &c.,  and,  -nmong  other  powers,  to 
construct  in,  upon,  across,  under,  or  over 


'  Statute  6  &  7  W .  IV.  c,  cv.,1  >c;il  and 
personal,  public,  "  for  making  a  railway 
from  near  the  river  Tyne  to  or  near  the 
river  Tees,  to  he  called  "  Tlie  Great  North 
of  England  Railway,  in  the  county  of  Dur- 
ham," liy  sect.  1,  incorporates  tlie  Com-  the  railway,  or  in,  upon,  across,  under, 
pany  hy  tlie  name  and  style  of  "  The  or  over  any  lands,  &c.,  roads,  &c.,  such 
Great  Nortli  of  England  Comp.any."  inclined  planes,  &c.,  bridges,  &c.,  cut! 'ii^s, 
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•&C.,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  townships,  &c.,  unlawfully  and 
injuriously  did  cut  through,  dig  up,  and  subvert  and  did  cause  to  be 
cut  through,  &c.,  great  part  of  the  said  highway,  to  wit,  forty  yards, 
&c.,  of  the  said  highway,  and  then  and  there,  unlawfully  and  in- 
juriously, did  dig  and  make,  and  did  cause  to  be  dug  and  made,  across 
the  said  highway,  a  certain  cut  and  trench,  to  wit,  a  cut  and  trench 
of  great  lengtli,  &c.,  to  wit,  of  the  length,  &c.,  and  then  and  there, 
unlawfully  and  injuriously,  did  remove,  take  and  carry  away,  and 
did  cause  to  be  removed,  &c.,  from  and  out  of  the  said  cut  and 
trench,  divers  large  quantities  of  earth,  &c.,  to  wit,  one  hundred 
tons,  &c.,  and  then  and  there,  unlawfully  and  injuriously,  did 
cast, lay  down,  &c.,  and  did  cause  to  be  cast,  laid  down, 
*  &c.,  divers  large  quantities  of  bricks,  stones,  and  lime,  [*317] 
to  wit,  one  hundred  loads,  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  high- 
way ;  and  the  same  part  of  the  said  highway  so  cut  through, 
&c.,  and  the  said  cut  and  trench  so  dug,  &c.,  and  the  said  bricks, 
&c.,  so  cast,  laid  down,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms 
then  and  there,  unlawfully  and  injuriously,  did  keep,  maintain, 
and  continue  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  next  following, 
to  wit,  &c.  By  means  of  which  said  several  premises  the  said 
highway,  on  the  said  3d  day,  &c.,  and  for  and  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid,  became  and  was  obstructed  and  stopped  up,  so  that  the 
liege,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  and  for  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  could 
not  go,  return,  &c.,  as  they  ought,  &c., ;  to  the  great  damage  and 
common  nuisance  of  all  Her  Majesty's  liege  subjects  going,  &c.,  in 
through  and  along  the  Queen's  common  highway  aforesaid  ;  to  the 
evil  example,  &c.,  and  against  the  peace,  &c.  (not  adding  "  against 
the  statute"). 

The  second  count  charged  an  offence  in  the  same  form  as  the 
first,  except  that  no  termini  were  stated. 

The  third  count  alleged  the  existence  of  a  highway,  and  the 

&c.,  as  they  shall  think  proper;  and  also  make  two  branches  therefrom;    and  for 

to  divert  or  alter  tlie  course  of  any  rivers,  other   purposes  relating    tliereto,"   gives 

&c.,  roads,  or  ways,  or  to  raise  or  sink  any  power  to  extend  the  railway,  and  enacts 

sucli  rivers,  &c.,  roads,  or  ways.  that  all  the  powers,  &c.,  regulations,  &c.. 

Sect.  73,  prescribes  the  width,  ascent,  of   the   former  Act   (except   such   as   are 

&c.,  of  any   bridge   erected  for  carrying  expressly  repealed,  &c.)    shall  extend   to 

any  public  carriage  road  over  the  railway,  this  Act,  and  the  works  and  things  hereby 

Stat.  7  W.  IV.  &  1  Vict,  c,  cii  ,  local  and  authorised,  and  shall  operate  and  be  in 
personal,  public,  "to  enable  'The  Great  force  in  respect  to  the  objects  and  pur- 
North  of  England  Railway  Company,'  to  poses  of  this  Act,  and  has  a  section  (35) 
extend  tlie  line  of  tlieir  railwav,  and  to  analogous  to  sect.  73  of  the  former  Act. 
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cuttiusz  and  diffsins  it  and  makinrj;  a  trench  across  it,  as  stated  in 
the  first  count,  and  then  charged  that  the  defendants  also  then 
and  there,  unlawfully  and  injuriously,  did  erect  and  build,  in  and 
upon  the  said  last  mentioned  highway,  a  certain  bridge,  to 
wit,  a  bridge  of  bricks,  stones,  and  other  materials ;  and  the 
same  part  of  the  said  last  mentioned  highway  so  cut  through, 
&c.,  and  the  said  cut  and  trench  so  dug  and  made,  and  the  said 
bridge  so  erected  and  built,  as  last  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms 
then  and  there,  unlawfully   and  injuriously,  did  keep,  maintain, 

and  continue  for,  &c.  (as  in  the  first  count), 
[*  318]       Pourth  count,  like  the  third,  but  omitting  the  termini 
of  the  highway.     There  were  five  other  counts,  charging 
offences  against  the  provisions  of  statutes  6  &  7  W.  IV.  c,  cv., 
and  7  W.  IV.  &  1  Vict,  c,  cii. 
Plea,  Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Durham  Spring  Assizes, 
1845,  evidence  was  given,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  to  show 
that  the  Company  had  cut  through  a  carriage  road  with  the  rail- 
way, and  had  cariied  the  road  over  the  railway  by  a  bridge  not 
satisfying  the  statutory  provisions.  For  the  defendants,  it  was 
objected  that  no  indictment  for  a  misfeasance  could  be  maintained 
against  a  corporation  ;  and,  as  to  the  first  four  counts,  that  the 
defendants  were  authorised  to  cut  through  the  road  and  erect  the 
bridge,  and  that,  if,  in  doing  so,  they  had  not  complied  with 
the  statutory  provisions,  they  ought  to  have  been  indicted  for 
breach  of  those  provisions.^  Other  objections  were  taken  to  the 
last  five  counts,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state.  A  verdict  was 
found  fen-  the  Crown  on  all  the  counts,  leave  being  reserved  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

In  Easter  term,  1845,  Wortley  obtained  a  rule  accordingly.  In 
this  term. 2 

Granger,  Otter,  and  Bovill  showed  cause.  —  The  prosecutors  do 

not  insist  on  the  last  five  counts  :  the  first  four  sufficiently 

[*  319]    raise  the  question,  whether  a  corporation  *  aggregate  can 

be    indicted    for   a    misfeasance.     The  dictum    of    Holt, 

C.  J.,  in  an  Anonijmous  (12  Mod.   559,  Case  935)  case  in  Modern 

1  The  arjfument  as   to   this   point,  in  ^  Tupsdav  May  2f)th,  and  Monday  June 

hanr  is  oinittod  in  the  report,  the  Court     8th.     Before    Lord  Dknman,  C.  J.,  Pat* 
having   pronounced    no   express   decision     tkson  and  Wioiitman  J.  J. 
upon   it:   /iff/ina  v.  Scott,  3  Q.  B.  543,  11 
L.  .1.  il-  li.  2.54,  \va.s  referred  to. 
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Reports,  will  be  relied  upon  for  the  defendants.  He  is  reported  as 
saying  :  "  A  corporation  is  not  indictable,  but  the  particular  mem- 
bers of  it  are."  It  does  not  appear  what  the  facts  there  were,  nor 
whether  the  indictment  was  for  a  misfeasance  or  a  nonfeasance. 
[Lord  Dexman  C.  J.,  referred  to  Reyma  v.  Birmiiujluim  and 
Gloucester  Bailway  Company,  3  Q.  B.  223,  11  L.  J.  M.  C.  134] 
It  was  there  held  that  a  corporation  might  be  indicted  for  not 
obeying  a  statute  :  and  this  was  assumed  in  Bix  v.  Severn  and 
Wye  Railway  Company,  2  B.  &  Aid,  646,  21  R.  R.  433 ;  p.  445,  ante. 
These  two  cases  at  least  show  that  Lord  Holt's  dictum,  as  reported, 
is  not  now  law  :  and  by  the  judgment  delivered  in. the  former  the 
dictum  is  distinctly  overruled.  At  one  time  it  was  doubted  how  a 
corporation  could  be  brought  into  Chancery ;  and  the  process 
directed,  on  appeal,  by  the  House  of  Lords  appears  in  Dr.  Salmon 
v.  The  Hamhorough  Comi^any,  1  Ca.  Ch.  204.  It  is  not  necessary 
fur  the  prosecutors  here  to  contend  that  an  indictment  would  lie 
f(jr  any  misfeasance  involving  a  breach  of  the  peace  :  a  murder,  for 
instance,  could  not  be  conceived  to  be  authorised  by  the  corpora- 
tion seal.  That  is  the  distinction  suggested  in  Regina  v.  Birming- 
ham and  Gloucester  Bailway  Comi)cvny,  in  the  judgment  of  this 
Court,  where  Hawk.  P.  C,  B.  1,  c.  'ov^,  s.  13  {e)  is  cited.  But  for 
tliat  which  is  analogous  to  a  mere  trespass  on  land  an  indictment 
may  lie.  The  tendency  of  modern  decisions  has  been  to  make 
corporations,  civilly  as  well  as  criminally,  amenable  like  indivi- 
duals. Trespass  quare  clausum  /regit  was  held  to  be  main- 
tainable against  *  a  corporation  in  Maund  v.  Tlie  Mon-  [*  320] 
■iiiouthshire  Canal  Company,  4  M.  &  G.  452,  11  L.  J.  C.  P. 
317;  debt  on  Statute,  in  Tilson  v.  The  Warwick  Gas  Light  Com' 
pvny,  4  B.  e%  C.  962  ;  trover,  in  Yarhorough  v.  The  Bank  of 
England,  16  East  6,  14  R.  R.  272 ;  and  Smith  v.  The  Birmingham 
Gas  Company,  1  Ad.  &  El.  526,  3  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  K.  B.  165  ;  case  for 
neglect  to  perform  repairs,  according  to  the  terms  of  a  charter,  in 
Henley  v.  The  Mayor  of  Lyme,  5  Bing.  91,  6  L.  J.  C.  P.  222  (atfirraed 
on  error,  in  Q.  B.,  Mayor,  &c.  of  Lyme  Regis  v.  Henley,  3  B.  &  Ad.  77. 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  2  CI.  &  Fin.  331,  1  R.  C.  601);  case  for 
neglect  in  performing  works,  in  Matthews  v.  West  London  Water 
Works  Company,  3  Camp.  403 ;  case  for  not  keeping  clear  the 
navigation  of  a  canal  in  which  the  corporation  had  power  to  take 
tulls,  in  The  Lancaster  Canal  Company  v.  Parnahy,  11  Ad.  and  El. 
223,  7  L.  J.  (K  S.)  Q.  B.  258   (affirmed  in  Ex.  Ch.  11  Ad.  &  EL 
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230).  And  ill  Bcccrlcy  \.  21ic  Linculu  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Com- 
paiiij,  6  Ad.  &  El.  829,  and  Church  v.  The  Imperial  Gas  Light  and 
Coke  Company,  6  Ad.  and  El.  846,  it  was  held  that  assumpsit,  on  a 
contract  not  under  seal,  might  be  maintained  against  and  by  a  C()r- 
poratiun.  In  the  former  of  these  two  cases,  the  Court  expressed  a 
readiness  to  sanction  any  decisions  which  they  found  introducing 
a  relaxation  of  "  a  rule  established  in  a  state  of  society  very  differ- 
ent from  the  present,  at  a  time  when  corporations  were  compara- 
tively few  in  number,  and  upon  which  it  was  very  early  found 
necessary  to  engraft  many  exceptions."  In  Church  v.  Tlie  Imperial 
Gas  Light  and.  Coke  Company  the  Court  said  :  "  Wherever  to  hold 
the  rule  applicable  would  occasion  very  great  inconvenience,  or  tend 
to  defeat  the  very  object  for  which  the  corporation  was  created, 
the  exception  has  prevailed."  [Patteson,  J.  Has  not  the 
[*  321]  movement  recently  been  rather  *  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion ?i].  In  Hall  V.  The  Mayor,  <&c.  of  Swansea,  5  Q.  B. 
526,  a  corporation  was  held  to  be  liable  in  assumpsit  for  money 
had  and  received.  In  Mayor  of  Ludloio  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  W. 
815,  10  L.  J.  C.  P.  75,  6  Pt.  C.  308,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  said : 
"  In  modern  times  a  new  class  of  exceptions  has  arisen.  Corpora- 
tions have  of  late  been  established,  sometimes  by  royal  charter, 
more  frequently  by  Act  of  Parliament,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  trading  speculations ;  and  where  the  nature  of  their  constitu- 
tion has  been  such  as  to  render  the  drawing  of  bills,  or  the  con- 
stant making  of  any  particular  sort  of  contracts  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  corporation,  there  the  Courts  have  held  that  they 
would  imply  in  those  who  are,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  or  Act  of  Parliament,  carrying  on  the  corporation  con- 
cerns, an  authority  to  do  those  acts  without  which  the  corpora- 
tion could  not  subsist."  That  is  the  doctrine  of  Murray  v.  The 
East  India  Company,  5  B.  &  Aid.  204,  210.  Here  the  corpora- 
tion is  a  railway  company,  with  the  ordinary  powers  ^  of  interfer- 
ing with  roads  on  certain  conditions  ;  and  the  offence  charged  is 
peculiarly  one  likely  to  be  committed  in  the  iierformance  of  acts 
which  the  corporation  may  have  occasion  to  do.  No  difficulty 
exists  as  to  connecting  them  with  such  acts :  Rex  v.  Medley,  6  C.  & 
P.  292,  shows  that  members  of  a  Company,  who  authorise  their 
servants  to  commit  an  act  amounting  to  a  nuisance,  are  liable  to 

^  See  ca.ses  collected  in  P«('nev.  .S?r«nfi  -  It    is   not   thought   necessary  to    set 

Union,  8  Q.  B.  .326.  these  out. 
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be  indicted  with  .such  servants ;  it  follows  that  the  corporate  body, 
which  has  the  power  of  authorising  an  act  under  seal,  is  in- 
dictable *  for  such  act,  if  it  be  a  breach  of  the  law.  So  a  cor-  [*  322] 
poration  may  distrain  wrongfully  by  their  servant.  Smith 
V.  The  Biriiiingham  Gas  Conipamj.  In Rexy.  Shelderton, 2  Keb.  221, 
the  inhabitants  of  a  place  were  indicted  for  digging  in  a  highway  ; 
but  the  point  was  not  discussed.  The  common-law  punishment 
for  a  nuisance  is  fine,  or  imprisonment,  or  both.  The  first  of  these 
can  be  inflicted  on  a  corporation.  And  the  reasoning  which  the 
Court  used  in  Bex  v.  Tr afford,  1  B.  &  Ad.  874,  886,  seems  applicable. 
It  was  there  said  that  an  action  on  the  case  would  have  lain,  and 
that  it  followed  that  an  indictment  lay.  Here  trespass  would  lie. 
[Patteson,  J.  Judgment  in  that  case  was  reversed  on  error  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamljer,  Trafford  v.  The  Kuuj,  8  Bing.  204,  2  Cro.  &  J. 
265 ;  it  then  was  taken  up  to  the  House  of  Lords  but  never  deter- 
mined.] The  reversal  was  on  the  ground  that  the  statements  in 
the  special  verdict  were  insufficient :  no  objection  was  made  to  the 
test  propounded  in  this  Court.  That  which  if  committed  against 
an  individual  would  be  ground  for  an  action  is  ground  for  an 
indictment,  if  committed  against  the  public.  Eeference  may  per- 
haps be  made  to  The  Case  of  Sutton's  Hospital,  10  Co.  Rep.  1  a., 
32  b.,  where  it  is  said  that  a  corporation  aggregate  "  cannot  com- 
mit treason,  nor  be  outlawed,  nor  excommunicate,  for  they  have 
no  souls."  But  that  is  met  by  the  distinction  already  pointed  out; 
no  actual  breach  of  the  peace  perhaps  can  be  the  subject  of  indict- 
ment against  a  corporation ;  nor  can  the  judgment  proper  to 
treason  or  felony  be  executed  upon  them.  But  they  can,  by  their 
servant,  obstruct  a  highway,  and  may  be  fined  for  doing 
so,  or  may  be  compelled  to  *  abate.  The  authorities  cited  [*  323] 
establish  the  only  two  points  necessary  for  supporting  this 
indictment,  namely,  that  the  corporation  may  be  reached  by  the 
appropriate  criminal  process,  and  that  it  may  commit  the  act 
charged.  A  mandamus  is  of  course,  inapplicable,  where  the  com- 
plaint is  of  a  positive  act  done. 

Knowles,  Bliss,  and  Joseph  Addison,  contra.  Admitting  for  the 
sake  of  the  argument,  that  a  corporation  is  liable  to  actions  upon 
deeds  under  the  corporate  seal,  for  acts  authorised  to  be  done 
under  the  corporate  seal,  and  for  some  acts  of  so  ordinary  a  kind 
that  they  may  be  commanded  without  seal,  and  also,  that  accord- 
ing to  Iiegina  v.   Birminghajn  and,   Gloucester  Railway  Company 
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3  Q.  B.  223,  11  L.  J.  M.  C.   134,  a  corporation  may  be  indicted 
for    a    nonfeasance,    it    will    not    follow    that    an    indictment   lies 
against   them   for  a    misfeasance.      The   prosecutor's    counsel,  in 
this   last    case,    distinguished   expressly    between    a    misfeasance 
and   a  nonfeasance,  admitting   that  an  indictment  would  not  lie 
for  the  former;    that   distinction  appears  to   be  adopted  by  the 
Court ;    and    there   is    good   reason    for   it.      For   a   nonfeasance 
there   would   be    no   other   remedy,   except   in    the    cases   where 
tiiandamus   lies,  inasmuch    as    the    omission    cannot  be  the  omis- 
sion of  any  particular  individual :    but,  where  an  indictable   act 
is    done,    the   individual  doing  it  may  be  indicted,  and  so  may 
any  individual    members  of  the  corporation  who  have   given  the 
illegal   command.      But   suppose,   after   a   corporation    had    been 
indicted  for  the  act  and  punished,  such  individuals  were  indicted, 
could  they   support    a    plea  of    autrefois  convict  by  showing  the 
conviction  of  the  corporation  ?  Or  are  they  to  be  punished 
[*  324]   twice,  once  as  individuals,  and  once  as  members  *  of  the 
body  corporate  ?     It   is  admitted,  on  the  other  side,  that 
the    doctrine    stated   in   Hawkins,  and  sanctioned  by   this  Court 
in    lieginct    v.    Birmingham    and    Gloucester   Railivay    Company, 
excludes  cases  of  violence  ;  and  6  Yin.  Abr.  309,  Corporations  (z), 
pi.  2,  is  to  the  same  effect.     Yet  a  road  might  be  obstructed  by 
violent  means  ;    and  indeed  it  is   impossible  to  charge  an  actual 
obstruction   without    alleging    force ;    and   it   must   be   supported 
by    proof   of   what   is    legally  a  species  of  violence.     It  may  be 
ques^tioned  whether  the  liability   of  corporations   to  civil   actions 
has  not  been  extended  too  far.     In  Alaund  v.  The  Monmouthshire 
Canal  Company,  4  M.  &  G.  452,  where  it  was  held  that  trespass 
vi  et  armis  might  be  brought  against  a  corporation,  the  chief  argu- 
ment against  the  action  seems  to  have  been  that  the  appropriate 
process  could  not  be  issued  against  a  corporation  ;  and  reference 
was  made  to  a  citation  in  Bro.  Abr.  Corporations,  pi.  43,  from  22 
Ass.,  f.  100  B.,  pi.  67.     This  argument  is  strengthened  by  the  cir- 
cumstance that,  before  stat.  5  &  6  W.  &  M.  c.  12,  a  fine  was  always 
imposed  on  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  trespass,  for  which  the 
Court  ex  officio  issued  a  capias  {Lyndsey  v.   Clerhe,  5  ]\fod.  285)  ; 
BeecheVs  Case,  8  Co.  Eep.  58  a.  59  b.     Replevin  will  not  lie  against 
a  corporation,  because  they  cannot  distrain  in  their  own  persons. 
2  Bae.  Abr.   264  f7th  ed.),  tit.  Corporations   (E.).     A  cor])oration, 
as  such,   cannot    disseise.    2   Bac.   Abr.   689,  Di.-seisin  (B).     Nor, 
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again,  would  it  follow,  from  a  civil  action  for  trespass  being 
maintainable,  that  an  indictment  for  the  same  act  is  so.  An 
injury  committed  out  of  the  realm,  an  assault  by  an 
insane  person,  an  assent  to  a  trespass  previously  *com-  [*325] 
mitted  for  the  defendant's  benefit,  would  be  grounds  for 
an  action,  but  not  for  an  indictment.  The  object  of  an  action 
is  to  give  the  injured  party  compensation ;  that  of  an  indictment, 
to  inflict  punishment,  for  the  sake  of  example,  upon  acts  injurious 
to  the   public.  Car.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  is,  whether  an  indictment  will  lie  at  common  law 
against  a  corporation  for  a  misfeasance,  it  being  admitted,  in 
conformity  with  undisputed  decisions,  that  an  indictment  niay 
be  maintained  against  a  corporation  for  a  nonfeasance. 

All  the  preliminary  difficulties  as  to  the  service  and  execution 
of  process,  the  mode  of  appearing,  and  pleading,  and  enforcing 
judgment,  are  by  this  admission  swept  away.  But  the  argument 
is,  that  for  a  wrongful  act  a  corporation  is  not  amenable  to  an 
indictment,  though  for  a  wrongful  omission  it  undoubtedly  is  ; 
assuming,  in  the  first  place,  that  there  is  a  plain  and  obvious 
distinction  between  the  two  species  of  offence. 

No  assumption  can  be  more  unfounded.  Many  occurrences 
may  be  easily  conceived,  full  of  annoyance  and  danger  to  the 
public,  and  •involving  blame  in  some  individual  or  some  cor- 
poration, of  which  the  most  acute  person  could  not  clearly 
define  the  cause,  or  ascribe  them  with  more  correctness  to  mere 
negligence  in  providing  safeguards,  or  to  an  act  rendered  improper 
by  nothing  but  the  want  of  safeguards.  If  A.  is  authorised 
to  make  a  bridge  with  parapets,  but  makes  it  without  them, 
does  the  offence  consist  in  the  construction  of  the  unsecured 
bridge,  or  in  the  neglect  to   secure  it  ? 

*  But  if  the  distinction  were  always  easily  discoverable,  [*  326] 
why  should  a  corporation  be  liable  for  the  one  species  of 
offence  and  not  for  the  other  ?  The  startling  incongruity  of  allow- 
ing the  exemption  is  one  strong  'argument  against  it.  The 
law  is  often  entangled  in  technical  embarrassments  ;  but  tlier^ 
is  none  here.  It  is  as  easy  to  charge  one  person,  or  a  bo-lv 
corporate,  with  erecting  a  bar  across  a  public  road  as  with  the 
non-repair  of  it ;  and  they  may  as  well  be  compelled  to  pay  a 
fine   for   the    act    as    for  the    omission. 
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Some  dicta  occur  in  old  cases :  "A  corporation  cannot  be  guilty 
of  treason  or  of  felony."  It  might  be  added,  "  of  perjury,  or  ofiences 
against  the  person."  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  lately  held  that 
a  corporation  might  be  sued  in  trespass,  Maund  v.  The  Monmouth- 
shire Canal  Company,  4  M.  &  G.  452  ;  but  nobody  has  sought  to  fix 
them  with  acts  of  immorality.  These  plainly  derive  their  charac- 
ter from  the  corrupted  mind  of  the  person  committing  them,  and 
are  violations  of  the  social  duties  that  belong  to  men  and  subjects. 
A  corporation  which,  as  such,  has  no  such  duties,  cannot  be  guilty 
in  these  cases  ;  but  they  may  be  guilty,  as  a  body  corporate, 
of  commanding  acts  to  be  done  to  the  nuisance  of  the  com- 
munity at  large.  The  late  case  of  Begina  v.  Birmingham  and 
Gloucester  Bailway  Company,  3  Q.  B.  223,  11  L.  J.  M.  C.  134  was 
confined  to  the  state  of  things  then  before  the  Court,  which 
amounted  to  nonfeasance  only  ;  but  was  by  no  means  intended 
to  deny  the  liability  of  a  corporation  for  a  misfeasance. 

We  are  told  that  this  remedy  is  not  required,  because  the 
individuals  who  concur  in  voting  tlie  order,  or  in 
{*  327]  *  executing  the  work,  may  be  made  answerable  for  it  by 
criminal  proceedings.  Of  this  there  is  no  doubt.  But  the 
public  knows  nothing  of  the  former ;  and  the  latter,  if  they  can  be 
identified,  are  commonly  persons  of  the  lowest  rank,  wholly  incom- 
petent to  make  any  reparation  for  the  injury.  There  can  be  no 
effectual  means  of  deterring  from  an  oppressive  exercise  of  power 
for  the  purpose  of  gain,  except  the  remedy  by  an  indictment 
against  them  who  truly  commit  it,  that  is,  the  corporation  acting 
by  its  majority  :  and  there  is  no  principle  which  places  them 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  law  for  such  proceedings. 

The  verdict  for  the  Crown,  therefore,  on  the  first  four  counts 
will  remain  undisturbed. 

Judgment  to  he  entered  on  tlie first  four  cotints  :   arrested 
on  the  others. 

Pugh  V.  Golden  Valley  Railway  Company. 

49  L.  J.  Ch.  721-72.')  (s.  c.  \5  Ch.  D.  .3.-50 ;  42  L.  T.  8G3  ,  28  W.  R.  863). 

[721]  RdUwdij  Compani/. — Acts  ultra  vires. — Injunction. 

The  power  conferred  upon  a  railway  company  by  the  Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  s.  10,  to  divert  tlie  course  of  a  road  or  river  by 
carrying  the  same  "over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the  railway,  as  they  may 
think  proper,"  only  authorises  their  so  doing  when  the  road  or  river  presents 
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ill!  actual  obstacle  to  the  construction  of  their  line,  and  does  not  justify  the 
diversion  merely  for  the  sake  of  avoiding  expense  in  the  construction.  The 
■Queen  v.  The  Wycombe  Rallwaij  Company,  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  121 ;  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B. 
-310,  followed  and  approved. 

A  Court  of  Appeal  should  be  careful  in  overruling  decisions  which,  not 
being  manifestly  erroneous,  have  stood  unchallenged  for  a  long  period,  and 
which,  from  their  nature  and  the  effect  which  they  may  reasonably  be  sup- 
posed to  have  had  in  matters  affecting  rights  of  property,  may  be  held  to 
have  become  part  of  the  recognised  established  law  of  the  land. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Fry  (12  Ch.  D. 
274,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  666). 

The  facts  were  briefly  as  follows  :  — 

The  plaintiff  was  tenant  for  life  of  a  farm  which  was  bounded 
on  its  eastern  side  by  the  river  Dore,  a  sinuous  stream,  its  main 
course  running  from  north  to  south. 

The  defendant  company  were  incorporated  by  an  Act  39  &  40 
Vict.,  c.  cxli.  and  were,  under  the  powers  of  that  Act,  constructing 
their  railway  along  the  valley  of  the  Dore.  The  line  of  railway 
was  carried  on  an  embankment. 

The  company  had  purchased  from  the  plaintiff  two  strips  of  land 
on  the  western  side  of  the  river,  and  between  these  tw^o  strips  the 
river  made  a  considerable  sweep  to  the  west,  and  to  enable  the 
company  to  carry  the  railway  in  a  continuous  line  between  the  two 
points  in  the  plaintiffs  land  where  the  line  crossed  the  river, 
the  company  acquired  from  another  landowner  a  piece  of  land  on 
the  eastern  side  of  the  river. 

At  the  points  where  the  railway  crossed  the  river  on  the  plaintiffs 
land  the  company,  instead  of  erecting  bridges,  stopped  up  the  river 
by  their  embankment,  and  cut  a  goit  or  channel  in  the  land  pur- 
chased by  them  on  the  eastern  side,  using  the  soil  taken  from  the 
goit  in  constructing  their  embankment.  The  result  was,  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  water  of  the  river  flowed  down  tliis  new  channel, 
a  small  supply  continuing  to  flow  down  the  old  course,  the  com- 
pany having  placed  pipes  in  the  embankment  for  the  purpose  of 
allowing  it  so  to  flow. 

Upon  the  evidence  it  was  hardly  disputed  that  the  stream  would 
be  materially  affected,  and  that  what  had  before  been  a  rapid  and 
bright  stream  would  become  stagnant  and  full  of  weeds  ;  but  inas- 
much as  it  was  only  used  for  watering  the  plaintiff's  cattle,  the 
company  maintained  that  no  real  injury  would  be  inflicted  upon 
her. 
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The  plaiutift' brought  the  action  claiming  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  company  from  continuing  to  interfere  with  the  flow  of  the 
water  down  the  old  channel,  alleging  that  the  diversion  of  the 
river  was  not  necessary  for  the  construction  of  their  railway,  but 
that  it  had  been  so  made  solely  for  the  purpose  of  economy  and 
constructing  the  line  more  cheaply. 

The  company  had  no  express  power  to  divert  this  stream  con- 
ferred on  them  by  their  special  Act,  but  the  Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  was  incorporated  with  it,  and  the  company 
by  their  statement  of  defence  alleged  that  they  had  such  power 
under  the  16th  section  of  that  Act. 

Owing  to  the  winding  of  the  river  the  railway  crossed  tlie  viwv 
no  less  than  sixty -seven  times,  and  the  company  alleged  that  if 
they  were  compelled  to  build  bridges  every  time  it  so  crossed,  the 
construction  of  the  railway  would  be  rendered  impossible 
[*  722]  *Mr.  Justice  Fry,  although  inclining  to  the  opinion  th;it 
the  defendants  were  justified  by  the  section,  considereii 
himself  bound  by  the  decision  of  The  Queen  v.  The  Wycomle 
Railway  Company  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  310;  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  121,  and  gave 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  company  appealed. 

Mr.  Davey  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Maclean,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  argument  turned,  as  in  the  Court  below,  on  the  case  of  Tlte 
Queen  v.  21ie  Wycombe  Railway  Company,  and  the  same  authorities 
were  referred  to  ;  and  in  addition  the  following  :  —  Salisbury  v.  The 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  174 ;  28  L.  J. 
C.  P.  40  ;  The  Odessa  Tramways  Company  v.  Mendel,  47  L.  J.  Ch. 
505  ;  8  Ch.  D.  235,  247  ;  Lord  Beaucham,p  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  74;  38  L.  J.  Ch.  162;  L.  II.,  3  Ch. 
745  ;  Lamb  v.  The  North  London  Railway  Company,  L.  li.,  4  Ch. 
522  ;  Webb  v.  The  Manchester  and  Leeds  Railivay  Company,  4  Myl. 
&  Cr.  116. 

On  the  question  of  damages,  instead  of  a  mandatory  injunction, 
—  Emhrey  v.  Owen,  6  Ex.  353,  370  ;  20  L.  J.  Ex.  212  ;  Duke  of 
Bedford  v.  Dawson,  44  L.  J.  Ch,  549 ;  L.  II.,  20  Eq.  353  ;  Isenherg  v. 
Tlie  East  India  House  Estate  Company,  3  De  Gex,  J.  &  S.  263 ;  33 
L.  J.  Ch.  392. 

As  to  deposited  plans,  —  The  North  British  Railway  Company  v. 
Tod,  VI  CI.  &  F.,  722;  4  Rail.  Ca.  449. 
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An  argument  was  raised  on  behalf  of  the  respondents  that  the 
river  Dore  was  in  fact  beyond  the  limits  of  deviation  ;  but  upon 
this,  as  being  unnecessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  decision,  no 
opinion  was  given  and  it  does  not  call  for  notice. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (James,  L.  J.,  Cotton,  L.  J.,  &  Thesiger 
L.  J.)  was  (on  July  2)  delivered  by 

Thesiger,  L.  J.  The  appellants  in  this  case  are  a  railway  com- 
pany, who,  in  the  course  of  making  a  line  of  railway,  had  occasion 
to  form  au  embankment,  and  requiring  earth  for  the  purpose,  and 
being  at  the  same  time  minded  to  save  the  expense  of  constructing 
the  bridges  over  a  small  and  winding  river  which  lay  in  the  course 
of  their  line,  cut  a  channel,  or  goit,  of  about  3(J0  or  400  yards  in 
length,  from  the  execution  of  which  they  obtained  earth  for  their 
embankment,  and  into  which  when  excavated  they  directed  water 
which  would  otherwise  have  flowed  in  the  old  bed  of  the  river 
between  the  points  of  commencement  and  termination  of  the  goit. 
They  inserted,  however,  in  their  embankment  a  twelve-inch  pipe 
through  which,  as  it  is  alleged  by  them,  they  supplied  to  the  old 
bed  sutficient  water  to  meet  all  the  wants  of  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
tlie  owner  of  the  bed  and  proprietor  of  the  land  which  lies  along 
tlie  banks  of  the  river  between  the  points  referred  to.  In  dealing 
with  the  case  in  the  Court  below,  Mr.  Justice  Fry  prefaced  his 
judgment  by  stating  that  it  was  not  in  controversy  that  some  injury 
had  been  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  diversion  of  the  stream,  — 
that  that  which  had  been  formerly  a  pleasant  and  free  flowing 
stream  would  probably  by  the  operations  of  the  defendants  be 
turned  into  a  sluggish  stream  with  reeds  and  rushes  growing  in  it; 
and  although  before  us  there  has  been  some  slight  attempt  to  put 
that  in  controversy  which  appears  to  have  been  admitted  in  the 
Court  below,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  defendants'  operations 
have  caused  a  substantial  diversion  or  alteration  in  the  course  of 
tiie  river,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  thereby  sustained  an  injury  of 
such  a  character  as  to  entitle  her  to  an  injunction,  unless,  either  by 
any  conduct  on  her  part  she  has  precluded  herself  from 
claiming  it;  or,  from  the  nature  of  the  works  *  completed  [*  723] 
liy  the  defendants  before  objection,  the  case  is  one  in 
which  the  Court  would  refuse  a  mandatory  injunction  to  restore 
tilings   to  their  former  condition ;   or,  lastly,  the  defendants   can 
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justify  what  they  have  done  under  their  statutory  powers.  There 
is  no  ground  for  imputing  any  laches  to  the  plaintiff'  in  the  matter 
of  her  complaint.  Upon  the  evidence  it  must  be  taken  that  she 
was  unaware  of  the  proposed  interference  with  the  river  until  the 
works  which  resulted  in  such  interference  were  completed,  and  the 
delay  between  the  time  of  her  becoming  aware  of  the  interference 
and  the  commencement  of  the  action  is  fully  accounted  for  by 
negotiations  for  an  amicable  settlement  of  the  dispute  between  her 
and  the  defendants,  which' filled  up  that  period.  As  regards  the 
works  themselves,  there  is  no  evidence  from  which  we  can  collect 
any  valid  reason,  on  the  score  of  expense  or  otherwise,  why  the 
injunction  granted  by  Mr.  Justice  Fry  should  be  discharged  and 
the  matter  for  consideration  and  decision  really  resolves  itself  into 
the  one  important  question,  whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
do  what  they  have  done  under  the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  section  16. 

Upon  this  question  there  is  authority  by  wliicli  ]\Ir.  Justice  Fry 
properly  considered  himself  bound.  In  the  year  1867,  the  case 
of  The  QiiecnY.  The  Wycomhc  Railway  Comiiany  came  before  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench, —  then  composed  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
and  Justices  Blackburn,  Mellor,  and  Lush.  The  subject-matter 
of  dispute  in  that  case  was  the  diversion  of  a  public  road,  and  to 
such  a  road  there  are  no  doubt  sections  in  the  Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  other  than  section  16,  applicable,  which 
are  not  applicable  to  a  river.  But  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  one  and  all,  rested  their  decision  solely  upon  section 
16,  and  upon  reasons  which  were  equally  applicable  to  a  river  as  to 
a  road.  And  the  case  is  in  principle  a  distinct  authority  for  the 
proposition,  that,  in  such  circumstances  as  those  which  exist  in  the 
present  case,  the  diversion  of  a  river  is  unjustifiable.  Viewed 
simply  as  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  first  instance,  the  authority  of 
this  case,  notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  Judges  who  de- 
cided it,  is  not  binding  upon  us;  but  viewed  in  its  character  and 
practical  results,  it  is  one  of  a  class  of  decisions  which  acquire  a 
weight  and  effect  beyond  that  which  attaches  to  the  relative  posi- 
tion of  the  Court  from  which  they  proceed.  It  constitutes  an 
authority  which,  after  it  has  stood  for  so  long  a  period  unchal- 
lenged, should  not,  in  the  interests  of  public  convenience,  and 
having  regard  to  the  protection  of  private  rights,  be  overruled  l)y 
this  Court,  except  upon  very   s})ecial  considerations.     For  twelve 
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years,  and  upwards  the  ease  has  continued  unshaken  by  any  judicial 
decision  or  criticism  as  an  authoritative  exposition  of  the  meaning 
of  section  16  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  in 
respect  of  the  matter  liere  in  dispute.  During  such  period  hun- 
dreds of  special  Acts  of  Parliament  have  been  passed,  sanctioning 
the  construction  of  lines  of  railways  and  the  consequent  interfer- 
ence with  private  rights,  and  incorporating  for  that  purpose  the 
provisions  of  the  general  Act.  Promoters  must  have  sought  their 
powers,  landowners  must  have  regulated  their  course  of  action,  and 
Parliamentary  committees  must  have  given  their  sanction  to  the 
projects  submitted  to  them,  upon  the  faith  and  footing  of  a  limit  to 
the  powers  sought  and  conceded  being  found  in  the  general  Act  as 
interpreted  from  time  to  time  by  judicial  decisions.  If  so,  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  the  limit  put  upon  the  powders  of  a  railway  com- 
pany in  regard  to  the  diversion  of  roads  and  rivers  by  tlie  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  llie  Queen  v.  The  Wycoinhc  Raihvay 
Company  must  have  exercised  a  material  influence  upon  the  rela- 
tion to  persons  owning  land  proposed  to  be  affected  by  special 
railway  legislation  and  the  promoters  of  that  legislation.  As  a 
matter  of  practical  experience,  we  cannot  doubt  that  landowners 
would  be  advised  as  to  these  rights  and  the  limits  of  the  promoters' 
powers,  upon  the  assumption  of  the  correctness  of  the  law 
laid  down,  after  full  argument  and  in  clear  and  *  distinct  [*  724] 
terms,  by  a  Court  so  constituted  as  was  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  referred  to,  and  whose  decision,  although 
open  to  appeal,  was  not  appealed  from  ;  and  we  cannot  doubt  also 
that  Parliamentary  committees,  in  considering  any  question  of  pro- 
tection to  landowners  in  relation  to  rivers  and  roads,  would  be  in- 
vited to  proceed,  and  would  proceed,  upon  the  same  assumption. 
While,  therefore,  in  considering  the  rights  of  private  parties  in  cases 
like  the  present,  the  Courts  are,  on  the  one  hand,  bound,  as  it  has 
been  held  by  the  highest  authority  they  are  bound,  to  disregard  any 
representations,  whether  in  the  shape  of  deposited  plans  or  otlier- 
wise,  made  by  promoters,  other  than  such  as  are  embodied  in  the 
Act  of  Parliament ;  they  ought,  on  the  other  hand,  to  be  careful  not 
lightly  to  disregard  any  representations  which  may  be  said  to  be 
embodied  in  a  special  Act  which  incorporates  the  general  Act, 
after  a  particular  interpretation  of  it  has  received  judicial  sanction, 
and  contains  no  provisions  from  which  can  be  collected  any  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  Legislature  or  those  who  sought  its  interpo- 
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sition,  to  question  or  impugn  the  correctness  of  that  interpretation. 
To  put  the  matter  in  another  shape,  the  Courts  should  be  careful 
not  to  overrule  decisions  which,  not  being  manifestly  erroneous 
and  mischievous,  have  stood  for  some  time  unchallenged,  and  from 
the  nature  and  the  effect  which  they  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
to  have  produced  upon  the  conduct  of  a  large  portion  of  the  com- 
munity, as  well  as  of  Parliament  itself,  in  matters  affecting  rights 
of  property,  may  fairly  be  treated  as  liaving  passed  into  the  cate- 
gory of  established  and  recognised  law.  But  although  we  have 
thought  it  right  to  express  these  views  in  regard  to  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  Tlie  Queen  v.  Hie  Wycombe  Railway  Company,  we  do 
not  feel  ourselves  compelled  to  rest  our  decision  mainly  upon  them. 
The  language  of  section  16  of  the  Eailway  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845,  is  not  altogether  as  clear  as  might  be  desired,  and  there 
may  possibly  be  cases  in  which  the  strict  carrying  out  of  the 
construction  adopted  by  the  Judges  of  the  Queen's  Bencli  will 
present  some  difficulty.  But  we  think,  nevertheless,  that  they 
arrived  at  a  sound  conclusion  upon  the  matter.  There  is  a  pre- 
sumption, derived  from  the  general  current  of  legislation  in  regard 
to  railway  companies  and  the  care  with  which  the  powers  en- 
trusted to  them  have,  as  a  rule,  been  limited  to  the  strict  necessi- 
ties of  their  undertakings,  against  the  existence  of  any  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  Legislature  to  confer  upon  them  such  wide  and 
unrestricted  powers  in  regard  to  rivers  and  roads  as  those  for 
which  tbe  appellants  contend.  The  protection  of  owners  of 
property  from  unnecessary  invasions  of  their  rights  has  always 
been  a  cardinal  point  of  Parliamentary  action  in  relation  to  private 
bills  ;  and- it  is  difficult  to  see  how,  in  cases  like  the  present,  any 
protection  could  or  would  be  adequately  given  if  tlie  diversion  of 
roads  and  rivers  were  to  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  uncertain 
considerations  of  economy,  and  the  mere  possibilities  of  a  railway 
company's  will.  The  right  to  compensation  in  the  shape  of  money 
payment  might,  in  such  cases,  be  wholly  insufhcient  to  meet  the 
injury  inflicted  by  such  diversion,  and  yet  Parliamentary  commit- 
tees could  hardly  take  upon  themselves  to  override  the  provisions 
of  the  general  Act,  and  would  in  any  event  have  a  difficulty  in 
specially  providing  for  or  against  injuries,  which,  from  the  nature 
of  the  case,  must  be  wholly  uncertain  in  their  incidence. 

But  it  is  said  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  that  this  presumption, 
which,  we  may  observe   in  passing,  was  strongly  relied  on  by  the 
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Lord  Chief  Justice  in  the  case  quoted,  is  sufficiently  met  and  is 
overcome  by  the  language  of  the  section  in  question.  Keliance  is 
specially  placed  on  the  words,  "  in  order  the  more  conveniently  to 
carry  the  same  over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the  railway,"  and 
the  additional  words,  "  as  they  may  think  proper,"  which  close 
that  part  of  the  section,  upon  which  the  appellants  found  tlieir 
right  to  do  what  they  have  done.  It  is  argued  on  their  behalf 
that  from  this  language  may  and  should  be  collected  a  power  on 
the  part  of  a  railway  company  to  do  what  is  authorised, 
not  merely  in  the  course  of  executing  the  particular  *  work  [*  725] 
of  carrying  a  river  or  stream  of  water,  or  a  road,  street, 
or  way,  either  over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the  railway,  according 
as  the  physical  character  and  position  of  the  obstructions  would 
naturally  require,  but  independently  of,  and  as  a  substitute  for, 
and,  if  thought  proper,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expense  of 
the  execution  of  that  particular  work  at  all.  To  us,  however,  it 
appears  that  tlie  expressions  relied  on  do  not  in  any  way  warrant 
this  contention,  and  that  the  earlier  of  them  leads  to  an  entirely 
opposite  inference  to  that  which  we  are  asked  to  draw  from  it. 
The  authority  to  divert  or  alter  a  stream  of  water,  or  a  road,  street, 
or  way,  in  order  the  more  conveniently  to  carry  the  same  over  or 
under  or  by  the  side  of  the  railway,  implies  that  the  company,  in 
the  first  instance,  is  compelled,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  its 
railway,  to  carry  such  river  or  stream  of  water,  road,  street,  or  way, 
in  some  mode  or  another,  over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the  rail- 
way ;  and  if  the  language  of  the  clause  be  construed,  as  it  may 
reasonably  be,  and  we  think  ought  to  be,  construed,  reddendo 
sirigaht  smguiis,  its  meaning  becomes  plain.  A  railway  company 
in  the  course  of  the  construction  of  the  line  of  railway  authorised 
"by  the  special  Act  will,  from  time  to  time,  arrive  at  a  point  where 
a  river  or  stream  of  water,  or  a  road,  street,  or  way,  obstructs  the 
further  progress  of  the  works.  The  course  or  level  of  the  obstruc- 
tion will  be  such  as  to  naturally  require  its  being  carried  some- 
times over,  at  other  times  under,  and  at  other  times  by  the  side  of 
the  railway ;  and  whichever  of  these  three  modes  may  in  the 
}iarticular  instance  be  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  obstruction 
naturally  requiring  to  be  adopted,  the  company  may,  in  order 
the  more  conveniently  to  carry  out  that  mode,  alter  or  divert  the 
course,  or  raise  or  sink  the  level  of  the  river  or  stream  of  water, 
or  of  a  road,  street,  or  way  constituting  the  particular  obstruc- 
voi..  VII.  —  31 
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tiou ;  and  the  exact  manner  in  which,  and  extent  to  which,  for 
the  purpose  mentioned,  the  company  may  carry  out  that  alteration 
or  diversion  of  the  course  or  raising  or  sinking  of  the  level  of 
the  obstruction  is,  by  the  words  "  as  they  may  think  proper," 
left  to  their  discretion,  which  the  Courts  will  not  interfere  with 
if  ItonCi  fide  exercised.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  open  to 
a  company  to  alter  or  divert  the  course,  or  raise  or  sink  the 
level  of  the  river  or  stream  of  water,  or  of  a  road,  street,  or 
way,  for  the  purpose  merely  of  avoiding  altogether,  and  thus 
saving  themselves  the  expense  of,  the  execution  of  the  work, 
whether  it  be  of  carrying  it  over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the 
railway,  which  the  character  and  position  of  the  obstruction  natu- 
rally require.  This  view  is  in  substantial  accordance  with  that 
expressed  by  Lord  Blackburn  (then  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn)  in 
his  judgment  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  The  JFi/conibe  Railway 
Comjpany ;  and  adopting  and  applying,  mutatis  miitandis,  his  lan- 
guage, we  are  of  opinion  that  if  it  was  the  appellants'  intention  to 
divert  the  river  in  the  manner  in  which  they  have  diverted  it  in 
this  case,  they  ought  to  have  given  the  proper  notices  and  have 
obtained  the  insertion  of  a  clause  in  their  special  Act,  giving  them 
this  power.  Entertaining  this  opinion,  it  becomes  unnecessary  for 
us  to  decide  whether,  as  was  contended  for  the  respondents,  the 
river  in  question  was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  or  as  a  matter  of  law, 
beyond  the  limits  within  which,  under  section  16  of  the  general 
Act,  an  alteration  or  diversion  could  take  place,  and  the  appeal 
must,  for  the  reasons  given,  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  rule  established  by  these  cases  is  now  unquestioned. 

The  former  of  the  principal  cases  is  referred  to  in  Lord  Chelms- 
ford's judgment  in  R'lcket  v.  Metropolitan  Railway  Company  (1867), 
L.  R.,  2  H.  L.  175,  190;  No.  7  of  ''Action  "  (right  of)  1  R.  C.  578, 
579,  by  way  of  distinction  between  a  case  of  nuisance  and  the  case  of 
a  mere  temporary  inconvenience  which  if  caused  by  an  individual  would 
not  give  rise  to  a  right  of  action. 

The  latter  of  the  principal  cases  is  distinguislied  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Wilkinson  v.  Hull,  &c.  Railway  and  Dock  Com- 
-pavy  (1882),  20  Ch.  D.  P.2.3,  338,  51  L.  J.  Cli.  788,  4G  L.  T.  455,  30 
W.  R.  617.  There  an  injunction  was  asked  for  against  a  railway  com- 
pany taking  a  piece  of  land  belonging  to  A.  for  the  purpose  of  making 
an  access  through  it  for  the  use  of  an  adjoining  proprietor  B.,  whose 
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]ai)ds  were  severed  by  the  line  of  railway.  The  principle  was  recog- 
nised that  if  the  railway  company  had  no  right  to  take  the  land,  the 
plaintiff  would  have'been  entitled  to  an  injunction.  But  the  Court  of 
Appeal  held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Kay)  that  the  pro- 
posal, as  being  the  mode  of  making  an  accommodation  work  honestly 
directed  by  the  engineer,  was  within  the  powers  of  the  company. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

It  was  early  held  in  this  country  that  an  indictment  would  not  lie  against 
a  corporation  for  nuisance.  State  v.  Great  Works,  Sfc.  Co.,  20  Maine,  41 ;  o7 
Am.  Dec.  38.  See  Cumberland,  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Portland,  56  Maine,  77.  But  the 
contrary  is  now  universally  held. 

A  corporation  is  indictable  for  obstructing  a  public  highway.  Louisville, 
Sfc.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  3  Head  (Tennessee),  523;  75  Am.  Dec.  778.  Or  for 
Sabbath-breaking  by  the  running  of  its  trains.  State  v.  Bait.  Sj-  Ohio  R.  Co., 
15  AVest  Virginia,  362 ;  36  Am.  Rep.  803.  In  this  case,  after  commenting  on 
some  early  cases,  the  Court  said :  "  But  these  views  have  in  modern  times 
been  very  generally  repudiated,  and  it  is  now  very  generally  held  that  a 
corporation  may  be  indicted  for  a  nuisance,  .  .  .  and  the  distinction  between 
non-feasance  and  misfeasance  by  their  agents  is  distinctly  repudiated." 
Citing  Reg.  v.  Great  North.,  ^'c.  Rt/.  Co.,  and  observing :  "  I  have  quoted  this 
opinion  at  length  because  it  lays  down  clearly  principles  which  have  been 
generally  adopted  in  this  country." 

In  Stale  V.  Morris,  S^^c.  R.  Co.,  3  Zabriskie  (Xew  Jersey),  360,  an  indictment 
was  sustained  against  a  railroad  company  for  erecting  a  depot  on  a  public 
highway;  and  so  in  State  v.  Vt.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  27  Vermont,  103  ;  and  in  Com  v. 
Proprietors,  Sj^c,  2  Gray  (Mass.),  339,  a  company  was  held  indictable  for 
building  a  bridge  across  a  navigable  stream;  and  in  People  v.  Detroit  White 
Lead  Works,  82  Michigan,  471 ;  9  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  722,  a  company 
was  convicted  of  a  nuisance  in  emitting  foul  odours.  In  the  Massachusetts 
case  above  cited  the  Court  observed :  — 

"  The  indictment  in  the  present  case  is  for  a  nuisance.  The  defendants 
contend  that  it  cannot  be  maintained  against  them,  on  the  ground  that  a 
corporation,  although  liable  to  indictment  for  non-feasance,  or  an  omission  to 
perform  a  legal  duty  or  obligation,  are  not  amenable  in  this  form  of  prosecu- 
tion for  a  misfeasance,  or  the  doing  of  any  act  unlawful  in  itself  and  injurious 
to  the  rights  of  others.  There  are  dicta  in  some  of  the  early  coses  which  sanction 
this  broad  doctrine,  and  it  has  been  thence  copied  into  text  writers,  and  adopt f-d 
to  its  full  extent  in  a  few  modern  decisions.  But  if  it  ever  had  any  foundation, 
it  had  its  origin  at  the  time  when  corporations  were  few  in  number,  and  lim- 
ited in  their  powers,  and  in  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  created.  Expeii- 
ence  has  shown  the  necessity  of  essentially  modifying  it ;  and  the  tendency  of 
the  more  recent  cases  in  Courts  of  the  highest  authority  has  been  to  extend  tlie 
application  of  all  legal  remedies  to  corporation^,  and  assimilate  them,  as  far  ;is 
possible,  in  their  legal  duties  and  responsibilities,  to  individuals.  To  a  certain 
extent,  the  rule  contended  for  is  founded  in* good  sense  and  sound  principle. 
Corporations  cannot  be  indicted  for  offences  which  derive  their  criminality 
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from  evil  intention,  or  which  consist  in  a  violation  of  those  social  duties  whicli 
appertain  to  men  and  subjects.  They  cannot  be  guilty  of  treason  or  felony, 
of  perjury,  or  offences  against  the  person.  But  beyond  tliis  there  is  no  good 
reason  for  their  exemption  from  the  consequences  of  unlawful  and  wrongful 
acts  coniniitted  by  their  agents  in  pursuance  of  authority  derived  from  them. 
Such  a  rule  would,  in  many  cases,  preclude  .all  adequate  remedy,  and  render 
reparation  for  an  injury,  committed  by  a  corporation,  impossi}>le ;  because  it 
would  leave  the  only  means  of  redress  to  be  sought  against  irresponsible  ser- 
vants, instead  of  against  those  who  truly  committed  tlie  wrougful  act  by  com- 
manding it  to  be  done.  There  is  no  principle  of  law  whicli  would  thus  furnish 
immunity  to  a  corporation.  If  they  commit  a  trespass  on  private  property,  or 
obstruct  a  way  to  the  special  injury  and  damage  of  an  individual,  no  one  can 
doubt  their  liability  therefor.  In  like  manner,  and  for  the  same  reason,  if 
they  do  similar  acts  to  the  inconvenience  and  annoyance  of  the  public,  they  are 
responsible  in  the  form  and  mode  appi'opriate  to  the  prosecution  and  piinish- 
uient  of  such  offences. 

"  If  therefore  the  defendants  have  l)een  guilty  of  a  nuisance,  by  obstructing 
unlawfully  a  navigable  stream,  an  indictment  may  well  be  maintained  against 
them.  It  may  be  added  that  the  distinction  l)etween  a  non-feasance  and  a 
misfeasance  is  often  one  more  of  form  than  of  substance.  There  are  cases 
where  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  whether  the  offence  consisted  in  the  doing 
of  an  unlawful  act,  or  in  the  doing  of  a  lawful  act  in  an  improper  manner. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  it  would  be  no  great  refinement  to  say  that  the  defendants 
are  indicted  for  not  constructing  their  draws  in  a  suitable  manner,  and  thereby 
obstructing  navigation,  which  wovUd  lie  a  non-feasance,  and  not  for  unlawfully 
placing  obstructions  in  the  river,  which  would  be  a  misfeasance.  The  diffi- 
culty in  distinguishing  the  character  of  these  offences  strongly  illustrates  the 
absui'dity  of  the  doctrine  that  a  corporation  aie  indictable  for  a  non-feasance, 
but  not  for  a  misfeasance." 

In  Canal  Co.  v.  Commonwealllt,  60  Pennsylvania  State,  367;  100  Am.  Dec. 
570,  an  indictment  was  sustained  against  the  defendant  company  for  nuisance 
in  so  unskilfully  maintaining  a  towpath  that  the  water  from  the  canal  escaped 
and  produced  miasma  and  disease.  The  Court  said  :  "  As  a  general  rule,  they 
are  not  indictable  for  misfeasances,  unless  indeed  they  assume  the  shape  of 
luiisances."  The  same  doctrine  was  recognized  in  Donaldson  v.  Mixsissippi 
Jl.  Co.,  18  Iowa,  280  ;   87  Am.  Dec.  391,  citing  Reg.  v.  Gt.  N.  R//.  Co. 

A  municipal  corporation  may  be  indicted  for  so  constructing  a  sewer  that 
it  becomes  a  nuisance.  State  v.  Portland,  74  IMaine.  268.  A  town  is  indictable 
for  failing  to  repair  a  bridge,  Toivn  of  Saukrille  v.  State,  6!)  AN'isconsin,  178, 
or  a  street.  State  v.  Murfreesboro,  11  Humphreys  (Tennessee),  217,  or  suffer- 
ing a  slaughter-house  in  a  town.  Slate  v.  Slielbi/i-ille,  4  Sneed  (Tennessee),  170. 
A  corporation  is  indictalile  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house.  Slate  v.  Pas- 
xnic  Af).  Soc,  54  New  Jer-sey  Law,  260,  relying  upon  the  first  piincipal  case, 
observing  that  it  "is  a  leading  and  instructive  case  on  this  subject,  showing 
the  advance  which  the  doctrine  holding  corporations  criminally  liable  had 
made  at  the  date  of  that  adjudication." 

In  Boston,  Sfc.  Railroad  v.  State,  32  New  Hampshire,  215,  it  was  held  that 
a  statute  subjecting  railroad  con^.panies  to  indictment  and  fine  for  fatal  negli- 
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gence,  was  valid,  observing  that  it  Avas  "  clear  that  at  oomiuon  law  corpora- 
tions are  liable  to  indictment  for  neglect  of  any  public  duty."  Citing  the  fir.st 
principal  case. 

In  2  Dillon  on  ^Municipal  Corporations,  sect.  932,  it  is  said  that  "  in  this 
country  .  .  .  corporations  are  generally  regarded  as  indictable  for  misfeas- 
ance, as  well  as  non-feasance,  respecting  duties  of  a  public  nature  plainly 
enjoined  by  the  legislature  for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  ...  It  is  clear  tliat 
they  may  be  indicted  for  acts  done  to  the  injury  and  annoyance  of  the  public, 
and  which  amount  to  a  nuisance." 

In  Stockton  V.  Ce)it)-al  R.  Co.,  50  Xew  Jersey  Equity,  52  ;  17  Lawyers'  Rep. 
Annotated,  97,  it  was  held  that  injunction  would  issue  at  the  suit  of  the 
attorney-general  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  leasing  its  franchises  to  a 
railway  corporation  of  another  State  in  express  violation  of  law.  The  Court 
said  :  "  It  is  well  settled  that  where  a  corporate  excess  of  power  tends  to  the 
public  injury  or  to  defeat  public  policy,  it  may  be  restrained  in  equity  at  his 
suit."  Citing  Attorneji-General  v.  Chicago,  &:c.  R.  Co.,  35  Wisconsin,  425, 
where  the  Court  said  this  remedy  \\  ould  be  preferred  rather  than  •'  to  punish 
it  by  penal  remedies  or  to  forfeit  its  charter." 

In  Chapman  v.  Cily  of  Rochester,  110  Xew  York,  273  ;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  36(i, 
injunction  issued  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  maintaining  sewers  which 
collected  and  discharged  sewage  on  the  plaintiff's  premises,  polluting  his 
waters.  So  in  ViUar/e  of  Dwir/ht  v.  Haije.^,  150  Illinois,  273;  -41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
367.  In  McKee  v.  Delaware  S,^  H.  C.  Co.,  125  Xew  York,  353:  21  Am.  St. 
Rep.  740,  injunction  issued  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  maintaining  a  dam 
on  a  natural  stream  in  such  manner  as  to  overflow  plaintiff's  lands  below.  The 
same  doctrine  as  to  overflowing  and  pollution  and  diversion  is  held  in  Lod- 
wood  Co.  v.  Lawrence,  77  Maine,  297 ;  52  Am.  Rep.  763,  citing  many  ca.ses ; 
Ulbricht  v.  Eufala  Water  Co.,  86  Alabama,  587  ;  1 1  Am.  St.  Rep.  72 ;  Laws^on  v. 
Menasha  W.  W.  Co.,  59  Wisconsin,  393;  48  Am.  Rep.  528;  City  of  Emporia  v. 
Soden,  25  Kansas,  588;  37  Am.  Rep.  265;  Atchi.wn,  §-c.  R.  Co.  v.  Long.  4G 
Kansas,  701 ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  165 ;  Barton  v.  Union  Cattle  Co.,  28  Xebraska,  350  ; 
7  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  457;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  340;  Lake  Erie,  §t.  R  Co. 
V.  Young,  135  Indiana,  426;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  430;  Proprietors  v.  Braintree 
W.  S.  Co.,  149  Massachusetts,  478;  4  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated.  272. 

Where  a  railway  company,  in  constructing  its  roadbed  along  and  upon  a 
highway,  has  practically  destroyed  it,  the  town  may  maintain  injunction  to 
compel  the  restoration  of  the  highway.  Town  of  Jamestown  v.  Chicago,  Sfc. 
R.  Co.,  69  Wisconsin,  648. 

A  municipal  corporation  has  been  enjoined  from  maintaining  manholes  in 
sewers  that  emitted  poisonous  gases.  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Warnock.  91  Georgia, 
210;  23  Lawyer's  Rep.  Annotated,  301,  with  notes;  and  so  to  prevent  the 
use  of  a  street  for  a  market.  McDonald  v.  Newark,  42  Xew  Jersey  Equity, 
136  ;  State  v.  Mohile.  5  Porter  (Alabama),  279  ;  30  Am.  Dec.  564. 

A  railroad  company  may  be  enjoined  from  constructing  its  road  over  private 
property,  without  authority  or  compensation.  Western  J\ld.  /?.  c\i.  v.  O/rings. 
15  :\Iaryland.  199  ;  74  Am.  Dec.  563;  Bird  v.  Wilmington.  &r.  R.  Co  ,  8  Rich- 
ardson Equity  (So.  Car.)  46;  64  Am.  Dec.  739  ;  or  on  public  property,  Com- 
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monwealth  v.  Pittsburgh,  §'c.  B.  Co.,  24  Penn.  State,  159 ;  62  Am.  Dec.  372  (a  very 
learned  review  in  a  case  of  encroachment  on  a  State  canal)  ;  Mohawk  if-  H. 
R.  Co.  V.  Artcher,  6  Paige  Chancery  (Nevr  York),  83. 

The  erection  of  a  raih'oad  bridge  may  be  restrained  when  tlie  grant  is  only 
for  a  toll  bridge.  Enfield  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Hartford  R.  Co.,  17  Connecticut,  4(J  ,• 
42  Am.  Dec.  716  (a  leading  and  very  learned  adjudication). 

So  a  water-power  company  was  restrained  fiom  felling  trees  along  a  river 
bank,  without  authority  or  consent,  by  which  the  plaintiff's  property  was  pro- 
tected from  encroachments  of  the  stream.  Scudder  v.  Trenton  Delaware  Falls 
Co.,  1  Saxton  Chancery  (New  Jersey),  694;  23  Am.  Dec.  756. 

A  telephone  company  was  enjoined  from  erecting  poles  on  land  without 
the  owner's  consent.  Chesapeake,  ^t.  Co.  v.  Mackenzie,  74  Maryland,  36 ; 
28  Am.  St.  Rep.  219. 
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Part  III  — TRADING  CORPORATIONS  UNDER  THE 
COMPANIES  ACTS. 

Section  I.  —  Registration. 

No.  24.  —  SHAW  V.  BENSOK 
(c.  A.  1883.) 

RI^LE. 

A  LOAN  society,  formed  for  the  purpose  of  advancing 
money  at  interest  to  members,  carries  on  a  "  business,  that 
has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain,"-  and  the  society 
must  be  registered  under  section  4  of  the  Companies  Act 
1862,  if  it  consists  of  more  than  twenty  members. 
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Shaw  V.  Benson. 

52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  575-580  (s.  c.  11  Q.  B.  D.  563). 

Company.  —  Unregistered  Asssociulion.  —  Contract.  —  Illegality. 

A  mutual  benefit  society  of  more  than  twenty  members,  the  object  [575] 
of  whose  business  is,  from  a  fund  created  by  the  contributions  of  its 
members,  to  lend  money,  not  generally,  but  only  to  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, upon  approved  security,  carries  on  the  business  of  money-lending  which 
has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain  by  the  individual  members  thereof, 
within  the  meaning  of  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  4 ;  and  such  an  association, 
unless  registered  as  a  company  under  that  Act,  is  illegal. 

The  trustee  of  a  society  which  is  illegal  under  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  4, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  given  by  a  member  of  the 
society  to  secure  a  sum  of  money  advanced  to  him  under  the  rules  of  the 
society. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  Mathew,  J. 

Action  to  recover  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  upon  certain 
joint  and  several  promissory  notes  for  £5U0  each,  payable  on  demand, 
made  by  the  defendants  in  favour  of  one  Tetley,  who  indorsed  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  time  when  the  notes  were  made  Tetley  was  the  chairman 
of  a  loan  society  called  "The  Thornhill  Arms  Commercial  and 
Building  Society,"  which  was  instituted  in  1876,  but  was  not  regis- 
tered, and  consisted  of  more  than  twenty  members.  Its  rules,  so 
far  as  it  is  necessary  to  state  them,  were  as  follows :  — 

"  Kule  2.  The  objects  of  this  society  are  by  certain  monthly 
payments  to  form  a  fund,  from  which  money  may  be  advanced  to 
enable  shareholders  to  build  or  purchase  a  dwellino-house  or  other 
buildings,  real  or  leasehold,  or  to  lend  money  to  each  other  on 
approved  personal  security.  The  payments  shall  be  at  the 
rate  of  £1  per  month  *  f or  £100  share,  and  in  the  same  [*  576] 
proportion  for  any  number  of  shares  or  proportionate  frac- 
tional parts  of  a  share.  The  entrance  fee  shall  be  2s.  per  share 
of  £100,  and  in  proportion  for  a  half  or  quarter  of  a  share.  Five 
per  cent,  interest  shall  be  charged  on  all  moneys  advanced  by  the 
society." 

"  Rule  3.  The  officers  of  the  society  shall  consist  of  a  president, 
a  vice-president,  treasurer,  one  steward,  and  seven  directors,  who 
shall  conduct  the  business  of  the  society,  and  shall  meet  on  the 


488  CORPORATION. — PART   III. 

No.  24.  —  Shaw  v.  Benson,  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  576. 

second  Monday  in    each    month.     Five  to  form  a    quuium.  .  .  . 
Ofl&cers.  to  receive  5s.  per  month." 

"  Rule  4.  This  society  shall  remain  open  for  the  admission  (f 
new  members,  free  from  fines,  for  six  months,  after  which  time  no 
new  member  shall  be  admitted  without  paying  up  the  tines  from 
the  termination  of  the  six  months.  All  shares  upon  which  only 
an  entrance  fee  shall  have  been  paid,  at  the  end  of  six  months 
shall  be  forfeited." 

"  Rule  5.  Shares  shall  be  sold  by  ticket,  and  the  highest  bidder 
shall  be  accepted  as  the  purchaser.  The  amount  bid  for  a  share 
shall  be  deducted  from  ^uch  share  whenever  the  purchaser 
draws  it  out.  ..." 

"Rule  6.  Upon  all  advances  a  fee  at  the  rate  of  2s.  per  £100 
shall  be  charged,  which  fee  shall  be  equally  divided  amongst  the 
oliicers  and  directors." 

"Rule?.  A  fine  at  the  rate  of  a  farthing  per  shilling  per  month 
shall  be  charged  upon  all  moneys  not  paid  into  the  society  when 
due." 

"  Rule  9.  The  president  shall  open  an  account  with  one  of  the 
Huddersfield  banks,  on  behalf  and  on  account  of  the  society,  and 
have  such  advances  from  time  to  time  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  officers  and  directors." 

"  Rule  15.  Whenever  the  shares  in  the  society  cannot  be  dis- 
posed of  by  sale,  the  directors  shall  appoint  a  ballot  for  shares 
unadvanced,  which  shall  be  drawn  in  rotation  out  of  a  ballot-box. 
The  names  of  the  members  whose  shares  are  unpaid  shall  be  placed 
in  a  book  in  rotation  as  drawn,  and  each  sliareholder  shall  take  one 
share  in  such  rotation,  and  give  security  according  to  these  rules, 
or  forfeit  the  sum  of  lO.s.  per  share,  or  in  the  same  proportion  for 
fractional  parts  of  a  share.  .  .  ." 

"  Rule  24.  When  each  shareholder  has  received  the  amount  of 
his  share  or  shares,  and  all  claims  against  the  society  are  settled, 
the  balance  in  hand  (if  any)  shall  be  equally  divided  amongst  the 
shareholders  pro  rata  per  share  by  way  of  drawback,  but  no  share- 
holder in  arrear  shall  be  entitled  to  share  in  the  drawback." 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  Benson,  and  one  Morton,  whose 
executors  are  sued  in  this  action,  together  with  Brighouse  and 
Bentley,  were  officers  of  a  society  called  the  Cherry  Tree  Building 
Society,  and  were  indebted  as  such  to  two  persons,  Stoney  and 
Armitage.  in  respect  of  certain  moneys  which  had  been  borrowed 
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by  them,  and  for  which  they  had  given  loan  notes.  It  was  pro- 
posed that  they  should  become  members  of  the  Thornhill  Arras 
Commercial  and  Building  Society,  and  with  the  money  borrowed 
from  that  society  pay  off  the  debt  which  they  owed  to  Stoney  and 
Arniitage. 

Benson,  Morton,  Brighouse,  and  Bentley  thereupon  became  mem- 
bers of  the  Thornhill  Arms  Club,  and  took  shares  to  the  amounts 
respectively  required  by  them.  No  money  passed  between  the 
parties,  but  Stoney  and  Armitage  were  credited  in  the  books  of  the 
society  with  the  amount  of  tlie  debt  owing  to  them,  and  received 
loan  notes,  with  interest  at  five  per  cent ,  for  their  debt.  The  loan 
notes  belonging  to  the  Cherry  Tree  Building  Society  were  delivered 
wp  and  destroyed,  and  the  promissory  notes  now  sued  upon,  together 
with  certain  others,  were  giv^en  as  security  for  the  amounts  of  the 
Thornhill  Arms  Club  loan  notes. 

The  action  was  tried  by  Mathew,  J.,  without  a  jury,  at  the  Leeds 
Summer  Assizes,  1882,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants, 
upon  the  authority  of  Jennings  v.  Hammond,  9  Q.  B.  D.  225; 
51  L.  J.  Q,  B.  493,  that  the  Thornhill  Anns  Society  was  an  associ- 
ation having  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Companies  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89),  s. 
4,'  and  *  not  being  registered  was  therefore  an  illegal  asso-  [*  577] 
ciation. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Wills,  Q.  C.  (with  him  Davey,  Q.  C,  and  E.  Wilberforce),  for 
tlie  plaintiff. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  because,  even 
assuming  that  the  society  of  which  he  is  the  president  is  an  illegal 
association,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  incorporated  or  registered  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  still  he  does  not  require  any  aid  from 
any  illegal  transaction  to  establish  his  case,  and  therefore  his  claim 
is  not  affected  by  any  illegality  which  may  exist  in  connection  with 
the  management  of  this  club.  Simpson  v.  Bloss,  7  Taunt.  246  ;  17 
R.  R.  509.  The  case  comes  within  the  authority  of  In  re  Coltman, 
Coltman  v.  Coltman,  19  Ch.  D.  64;  51  L.  J.  Ch.  3,  where 
it  was  held  that  the  borrowers  of  money  cannot  afterwards  say 

^  "  .  .  .  .  No  company,  association,  or  "that  has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of 
partiier.sliip,  consisting  of  more  than  gain  by  the  company,  association,  or  part- 
twenty  persons,  shall  be  formed,  after  the  nership,  or  by  the  individual  members 
commencement  of  this  Act.  for  the  purpose  thereof,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  company 
of  carrying  on  any  other  business  "  —  that  under  this  Act  .  .  .  ." 
is,   any    business  other  than   banking  — 
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that  they  are  relieved  from  liability  because  the  lenders  may  not 
have  had  authority  to  lend  it. 

[He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Charles,  Q.  C,  and  J.  Forbes,  Q.  C.  (with  them  C.  Dodd),  for 
the  defendants.  —  The  loan  for  which  the  promissory  notes  were 
given  had  its  origin  in  an  illegal  transaction.  The  club  could  not 
legally  borrow  or  lend  money ;  consequently  the  notes  sued  upon 
were  given  for  an  illegal  consideration.  Jennings  v.  Hammond, 
and  In  re  The  Padstow  Total  Loss  and  Collision  Assurance  Associ- 
ation, 20  Ch.  D.  i;37  ;   51  L.  J.  Ch.  344. 

This  was  an  illegal  association  within  the  meaning  of  the  Com- 
panies Act,  1862.  The  object  of  the  society,  as  disclosed  by  tlie 
rules,  was  to  lend  money  at  a  profit,  which  was  made  by  a  charge 
of  interest  upon  the  loan.  Further,  profit  was  made  by  the  levying 
of  fines,  and,  if  there  were  no  borrowers,  by  putting  the  shares  up  to 
auction,  and  knocking  them  down  to  the  highest  bidder  —  see  rules 
7  and  15.  This  society  was  therefore  an  association  consisting  of 
more  than  twenty  persons,  within  the  language  of  section  4,  which 
was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  business  that  has  for  its 
object  the  acquisition  of  gain.  The  association  was  illegal,  and  in 
contravention  of  section  4 ;  everything  which  was  done  in  further- 
ance of  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  association  was  illegal ; 
the  promissory  notes  sued  upon  were  given  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  that  business,  and  are  therefore  illegal.  In  re  The 
South  Wales  Atlantic  Steamship  Company,  2  Ch.  D,  763 ;  46 
L.  J.  Ch.  177;  Pdghy  v.  Connol,  4  Ch.  D.  482;  49  L.  J.  Ch. 
328,  and  Iji  re  Dale,  ex  parte  Monkhouse,  1  Ch.  D.  287  ;  45  L.  J. 
Bankr.  71,  were  also  referred  to. 

Wills,  Q.  C,  and  Wilberforce,  in  reply.  —  The  question  is, 
whether,  assuming  this  society  to  be  an  illegal  association,  the 
money  can  be  recovered.  The  action  is  brought  upon  a  promissory 
note,  which  is  in  writing,  and  expresses  the  parties  between  whom 
the  contract  is  made.  No  doubt  it  may  be  shown  aliunde  tliat  that 
is  not  the  real  contract ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  here  to  show  that 
it  is  not  the  real  contract.  This  case  is  within  tlie  principles  laid 
down  in  Simpson  v.  Bloss  and  Fivaz  v.  Nicholls,  2  C.  B.  501  ;  15 
L.  J.  C.  P.  125.  The  real  question  is,  whether  the  plaintifl'  can 
make  out  his  case  without  going  into  tlie  nature  of  tlie  society. 
There  is  nothing  illegal  in  the  loan  itself  or  in  the  promise  to  repay 
it ;  nor  is  there  anything  illegal  in  the  purpose  for  which  the  money 
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which  is  borrowed  is  to  be  applied.  Ex  parte  Coltmaii ;  Coltman 
V.  Coltmaii.  If  the  purpose  of  the  trausaction  is  illegal,  then  the 
illegality  will  taint  the  whole  of  the  transaction.  But  here  the 
purpose  for  which  the  money  was  lent  was  to  pay  off  a  just  debt 
owed  by  the  borrower.  The  only  illegality  which  can  be  imported 
into  this  case  is  that  the  money  was  borrowed  from  a  society 
consisting  of  more  than  twenty  persons ;  but  the  fact  that  the 
money  comes  from  an  illegal  source  cannot  relieve  the  defendants 
from  their  liability  to  repay  it.  When  the  money  has 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  borrower,  the  illegality  (if  *any)  [*  578] 
is  stopped.     The  lending  of  money  is  not  in  itself  illegal. 

[Brett,  M.  E.  The  point  put  against  the  plaintiff  is  that 
the  borrowing  and  lending  of  money  are  both  a  part  of  the  mode 
of  carrying  on  the  business  of  an  illegal  society.] 

This  is  not  a  society  which  requires  to  be  registered ;  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  savings  bank,  and  is  a  means  of  enabling  its  members 
to  save ;  it  is  not  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  busi- 
ness the  object  of  which  is  the  acquisition  of  gain.  Smith  v. 
Anderson,  15  Ch.  D.  247,  278;  50  L.  J.  Ch.  39.  It  is 
wrong  to  say  that  the  society  makes  a  profit  by  putting  the  shares 
up  to  auction  ;  that  is  merely  a  subsidiary  matter,  and  is  not  the 
object  of  the  society.  The  Queen  v.  Whitmarsh^  15  Q.  B.  600  ; 
19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  469.  It  has  been  held  in  the  case  of  Wigfield  v. 
Potter,  45  L.  T.  (X.  S.)  612,  that  a  money  club-does  not  require  to 
be  registered  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  inasmuch  as  the 
object  for  which  it  is  formed  is  not  the  acquisition  of  gain  within 
the  meaning  of  section  4.  Bear  v.  Bromleij,  18  Q.  B.  271  ;  21 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  354,  and  Moore  v.  Rawllngs,  2  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  289  ;  28 
L.  J.  C.  P.  247  were  also  cited. 

Brett,  M.  E.  In  this  case  the  first  point  is,  whether  this 
society  is  an  association  within  the  meaning  of  section  4  of  tlie 
Companies  Act,  1862,  which  ought  to  have  been  registered.  If  the 
society  is  within  that  section,  inasmuch  as  it  ought  to  have  been 
registered  but  has  not  been  registered,  it  is  a  prohibited  society, 
and  in  that  sense  is  an  illegal  association.  In  order  to  see  whether 
it  is  within  that  section  the  question  must  be  whether  it  fulfils  all 
the  descriptions  of  a  society  mentioned  in  that  section.  The  society 
is  an  association  of  more  than  twenty  persons,  and  so  far  it  comes 
within  the  description.  But  is  it  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  any  business,  other  than  the  business  of  banking,  that  has 
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for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain  ?  That  must  depend  upon  the 
subject-matter  of  the  business  of  the  society.  The  object  of  the 
society  is  to  form  a  fund  from  which  money  may  be  advanced  to 
enable  shareholders  to  build  or  purchase  a  dwelling-house  or  other 
buildings  real  or  leasehold.  So  far,  therefore,  its  object  is  to  form 
a  fund  from  which  money  may  be  lent  in  order  to  be  spent  in  a 
particular  way :  the  money  is  only  to  be  lent  to  shareholders  or  to 
each  other  upon  approved  personal  security.  The  society  is  there- 
fore formed  to  lend  money.  If  I  lend  money  to  a  person  upon  a 
particular  occasion,  although  he  is  to  pay  interest  until  he  pays 
back  the  sum  lent,  I  am  not  carrying  on  tlie  business  of  money- 
lending.  But  if  I  form  a  fund  of  a  thousand  pounds,  and  am  will- 
ing to  lend  it  to  a  person  or  any  number  of  persons,  and  as  I  get  it 
back  will  lend  it  to  other  people  upon  interest,  I  am  lending  money, 
so  long  as  I  choose  to  carry  on  that  mode  of  earning  my  livelihood, 
by  successive  operations  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  interest.  That 
becomes  a  business,  because  it  is  done,  not  once,  but  successively, 
and  with  the  intention  of  carrying  it  on  so  long  as  money  may  be 
gained  by  that  operation,  and  is  the  business  of  money-lending. 
So  far  as  this  association  is  concerned,  it  is  formed  for  the  purpose 
(if  lending  money,  not  once,  but  by  successive  operations.  It  seems 
to  me,  therefore,  that  the  association  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying on  the  business  of  money-lending.  But  that  is  not  the  whole  of 
the  description  of  carrying  on  a  business  which  has  for  its  object  the 
acquisition  of  gain ;  it  must  have  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain  by 
a  company,  association,  or  partnership.  Gain  does  not  come  to  a  com- 
pany. If  a  company  is  treated  as  a  concrete  thing,  I  do  not  see  that  it 
gains  anything.  Then  the  section  says,  "  or  by  the  individual  mem- 
bers thereof."  It  may  be  said,  and  in  one  sense  truly,  that  gain  may 
not  be  made  by  some  of  the  members.  It  is  said  that  it  must  be 
made  l)y  all  of  the  members.  But  if  it  is  said  that  gain  must  be 
acquired  by  every  member,  it  follows  that  no  mutual  association 
can  ever  be  within  the  statute.     That,  however,  w-as  held  not  to  be 

the  meaning  of  the  section  in  the  case  of  In  re  The  Padstow 
[*  .579]   *Total  Loss  and  Collision  Assurance  Association,  where  a 

mutual  association  of  more  than  twenty  members  was 
formed  to  insure  ships,  not  generally,  but  ships  of  the  individual 
members;  and  that,  it  was  held,  was  not  sufficient  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute.  The  Padstow  Association  Case  is  a  bind- 
ing autliority  to  show  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  members  dealing 
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among  tliemselves  does  not  prevent  the  statute  from  applying ;  and 
I  think  that  it  also  shows  that  if  each  member  might  by  the  con- 
stitution of  the  association  acquire  gain,  the  association  is  one  which 
comes  within  the  statute.  The  association,  therefore,  must  be  doing- 
something  which  amounts  to  a  business,  and  which  business  taken 
as  a  whole  must  be  producing  gain.  In  this  case  the  members 
may  be  divided  into  borrowing  and  lending  members.  The  gain 
which  is  obtained  by  the  borrowing  members  I  confess  I  do  not 
quite  appreciate.  It  was  said  by  Mr.  Forbes  that  a  member  could 
borrow  money  at  five  per  cent,  instead  of  at  seven  per  cent,  inter- 
est ;  but  a  lending  member,  to  my  mind,  clearly  gains  the  interest 
upon  the  money  which  he  lends.  Then  each  member  of  this 
society  might  be,  not  a  borrowing,  but  a  lending  member,  who  gets 
a  share  of  tlie  gain  acquired  by  the  society  which  is  carrying  on 
the  business  of  money-lending.  If  that  be  so,  it  is  a  prohibited 
society  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  unless  it  is  registered ; 
it  has  not  been  registered,  and  is  therefore  an  illegal  society. 

Then  arises  the  second  question,  whether,  the  society  being 
illegal,  the  plaintiff  can  sue  as  trustee.  If  the  society  cannot  sue 
I  do  not  think  that  the  plaintiff  can  sue,  for  he  can  be  in  no  bettei- 
position  than  the  society  of  wliich  he  is  the  trustee.  This  depends 
upon  the  question  whether  the  contract  upon  which  he  is  suing  is 
an  illegal  contract  or  not.  It  was  argued  that  the  mere  fact  of  the 
plaintiff  being  the  trustee  of  an  illegal  society  would  prevent  him 
from  recovering  on  behalf  of  the  society  upon  the  contract  of  loan 
of  money  which  the  defendants  have  had.  But  I  am  unable  to 
agree  to  that  proposition.  If  the  objection  had  been  based  merely 
upon  the  fact  of  the  society  being  illegal,  I  should  not  have 
thought  that  that  fact  would  have  made  the  contract  itself  illegal. 
But  if  the  contract  is  illegal,  it  could  not  he  enforced.  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is,  whether  the  contract  is  illegal.  A  contract 
merely  to  lend  money  is  not  in  itself  illegal.  But  the  contract 
here  is  a  contract  by  this  society  to  lend  money  according  to  its 
rules  to  the  person  to  whom  the  rules  allow  it  to  be  lent ;  and  it  is 
lent  upon  the  terms  that  it  is  to  be  repaid  according  to  the  rules 
of  the  society.  It  is  not  therefore  simply  a  loan  of  money  whicli 
is  to  be  repaid  by  the  borrower  ;  but  it  is  a  loan  which  is  made 
under,  by,  and  according  to  the  rules.  The  rules  therefore  are 
made  a  part  of  the  contract,  but  they  are  the  rules  of  a  prohibited 
society.     That,  to  my  mind,  makes  this   contract  an   illegal  con- 
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tract.  In  luy  opinion,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 
The  case  is  brought  within  the  decision  in  Jemiiiiys  v.  Hammond 
which  I  think  was  rightly  decided, 

LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  I  do  not  see  my  way  to  differ  from  the  decision 
of  Mr.  Justice  Mathew,  which  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of  the 
case  of  Jennings  v.  Hammond.  It  is  impossible  to  look  at  the 
rules  of  the  society  which  state  the  object  for  which  it  was  con- 
stituted and  not  see  that  the  object  of  the  society  is  what  the 
rules  state  it  to  be  —  namely,  to  turn  the  members  into  a  money- 
lending  society  —  and  it  is  known  how  that  is  worked  out  in 
practice.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  say  that  the  society  is  not 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  business  that  has  for  its 
object  the  acquisition  of  gain.  Then  it  is  said  that  it  was  not 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  gain  within  the  meaning 
of  section  4.  The  meaning  of  "acquisition  of  gain  by  the  indi- 
vidual members  thereof "  turns  uj^on  the  mode  in  which  that 
language  has  been  construed  in  the  cases.  The  present  case 
is  governed  in  principle  by  the  decision  in  the  Fadstow  Case,  and 
it  would  be  splitting  straws  to  attempt  to  draw  any  distinction 
between  the  two  cases.  Kext,  the  action  is  in  form  brought  upon 
a  promissory  note.  There  is  nothing  illegal  in  that ;  but  the 
plaintiff  is  the  trustee  of  a  prohibited  society,  and  one  which 
[*  580]  is  prevented  from  doing  that  which  the  law  *  says  it  shall 
not  do ;  and,  as  in  the  case  of  Jennings  v.  Hammond,  I  do 
not  see  how  that  difficulty  is  to  be  got  over.  The  society  here  is 
attempting  to  do  the  very  thing  which  it  was  formed  to  do,  but 
which  the  Act  of  Parliament  says  that  it  shall  not  do.  The  appeal 
must  therefore  be  dismissed. 

Fry,  L.  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first 
inquiry  is,  whether  this  is  an  association  which  requires  to  be 
registered,  within  the  meaning  of  section  4.  An  association 
within  that  section  if  not  registered  is  illegal.  Tlie  constitution 
of  this  company  results  in  this,  that  some  of  its  members  may 
become  borrowing  members  of  the  fund  which  is  formed  by  the 
contributions  of  the  members.  Some  of  these  members  would 
become  borrowing  members  at  an  early  day  and  others  at  a  late 
day.  The  first  member  who  receives  £100  from  the  association 
would  pay  £119  in  all,  and  would  get  the  use  of  £100  for  nearly 
seven  years,  whereas  the  last  member  would  receive  £100  in  return 
for  £84,  which  he  has  paid  as  monthly  contributions,  and  not  have 
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the  use  of  the  money.  The  one  member  gains  the  use  of  the 
money  upon  reasonable  terms,  whilst  the  other  gains  the  interest 
which  is  paid.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  result  of  the  compli- 
cated machinery  of  the  society.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is 
"gain"  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  used  in  section  4,  and 
that  it  is  plain  that  a  member  who  does  not  become  a  borrowing 
member  until  a  late  period  in  the  history  of  the  association  has 
derived  gain  by  the  storing  up  of  the  interest  which  is  paid  by  a 
borrowing  member.  It  would  appear  to  me  to  be  a  serious  ques- 
tion whether  gain  can  be  said  to  have  been  received  by  the 
association,  and  I  agree  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  associa- 
tion has  gained  anything.  That  point,  however,  has  been  deter- 
mined by  the  decision  in  the  Padstow  Case.  It  is  therefore  obvious 
that  the  whole  gain  is  that  which  results  from  the  common 
contributions  of  the  members,  some  of  whom  might  not  gain 
anything.  But  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  proceeded 
upon  the  principle  that  the  acquisition  of  gain  by  each  member 
was  enouoh  to  brin<j  the  case  within  the  words  of  the  Act. 

I  observe  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  Padstow  Case 
expresses  the  view  that  we  ought  so  to  construe  the  Act  as  fairly 
and  properly  to  carry  out  its  provisions  without  a  too  minute  or 
hypercritical  consideration  of  its  terms.  I  entirely  agree  with  that 
view.  That  case  is  conclusive  upon  the  first  point  that  this  is  an 
illegal  association.  If,  therefore,  this  is  an  illegal  association, 
it  is  plain  that  the  business  is  an  illegal  business.  This  question 
has  been  the  subject  of  decision  in  the  case  of  In  re  The  South 
Wales  Atlantic  Sieamsliip  Company,  where  the  Court  of  Appeal 
held  the  business  there  was  illegal  because  the  association  was 
illegal.  If  the  business  is  illegal,  it  follows  that  every  contract 
which  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  that  business  must 
be  illegal.  The  defendants  here  became  members  of  this  society 
for  the  purpose  of  borrowing  money;  and  it  is  plain  that  that 
alone  was  a  step  in  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  associa- 
tion. The  transaction,  being  one  which  was  entered  into  by  the 
members  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  illegal  business  of  the 
association,  is  therefore  an  illegal  transaction.  With  regard  to 
the  other  question,  the  action  is  in  fact  brought  on  behalf  of  the 
association  to  enforce  a  transaction  which  was  carried  on  by  an 
illegal  association.  Every  step  was  an  illegal  one,  and  every  mem- 
ber was  joining  in  an  illegal  act.     I  think  that  the  decision  in  the 
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case  of  Jennings  v.  Hammond  was  entirely  correct,  and  this  appeal 
must  therefore  be  dismissed.  Appeal  dismissed. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  distinction  is  very  fine  between  the- 
principal  case  and  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Anderson  (C.  A.  1880),  15  Cli. 
D.  247,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  39,  43  L.  T.  329,  29  W.  R.  21.  There  a  deed  was 
entered  into  between  a  small  number  of  persons  as  trustees  on  the  one 
part  and  a  covenantee  on  behalf  of  the  holders  of  certificates  (who 
became  numerous)  on  the  otlier  part.  The  deed  recited  that  stock 
and  debentures  of  certain  telegraph  companies  had  been  transferred 
to  the  trustees  to  be  held  in  trust  for  division  of  the  net  interest  and 
dividends  amongst  the  certificate  holders.  The  trustees  were  to  have 
a  discretion  to  sell  the  securities.  Meetings  of  the  certificate  holders 
were  to  be  called  once  a  3'ear  to  receive  a  report,  to  appoint  auditors, 
and  to  supply  any  vacancies  in  the  body  of  trustees.  The  Court  <>f 
Appeal  held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  The  Master  of  the  -Rolls 
(Sir  G.  Jessel)  that  the  certificate-holders  did  not  form  a  body  wliicli 
(under  section  4  of  the  Companies  Act  1862)  was  illegal  for  want  of 
registration.  The  case  of  Smith  v.  Anderson  was  followed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Re  Siddall  (1885),  29  Ch.  D.  1,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  682, 
52  L.  T.  114,  33  W.  R.  509,  where  an  association  of  more  than  twenty 
persons  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  land  and  laying  it  out  in  allot- 
ments amongst  the  members  was  held  not  to  be  within  the  i)rohibition 
of  the  section. 

It  has  been  held  that  an  association  projected  by  less  than  twenty 
persons,  but  subsequently  increasing  in  number,  comes  within  the 
prohibition  of  section  4  of  the  Act  of  1862,  as  soon  as  it  consists  of 
more  than  twenty  persons:  In  re  Thomas,  Ex  parte  Poppleton 
(1884),  14  Q.  B.  D.  379,  54  L.  J.  Q.  B.  336,  51  L.  T.  602,  33  W.  R.  583. 

Where  seven  persons,  partners  in  a  commercial  firm,  have  agreed  to 
form  themselves  into  a  Company,  not  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
business,  but  in  order  to  be  registered  for  winding  up  under  the  7t]i 
part  of  the  Act,  such  a  company  is  not  a  "company  duly  constituted 
by  law"  so  as  to  be  within  section  180  of  the  Act;  and  cannot  tliere- 
fore  be  regi.stered  under  that  section:  R.  v.  Rpgistrar  of  Joint  Stork 
Companies,  Ex  parte  Johnston  (28  July,  1891),  1891,  2  Q.  B.  598. 
61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  3,  65  L.  T.  392,  39  W.  R.  708. 

In  order  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction,  under  Part  8  of  the  Act  (for 
the  winding  up  of  unregistered  comi»anies),  there  must,  at  the  time  of 
the  application,  be  the  required  number,  that  is,  more  than  seven  per- 
sons, who  are  actually  members:  In  re  Boirlivg  &  Welhifs  Contract 
(C.  A.  14  Mar.  1895)i  1895,  1  Ch.  663;  64  L.  J.  Ch.  427;  72  L.  T. 
41 1  ;  43  W.  R.  417. 
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AMERICAN  NOTES. 
Lending  money  is  "business"  within   tlie   prohibition  of  Sunday  laws. 
Troewert  v.  Decker,  51  Wisconsin,  46 ;  .Veader  v.  White,  66  Maine,  90. 


Section  II.  —  Prospectus,  3Iemorandmn,  and  Articles. 

No.  25.  — SULLIVAN   v.   MITCALFE. 

(c.  A.  1880. 

RULE. 

Every  contract  relating  to  the  formation  of  a  company, 
or  to  its  capital,  property,  or  business  when  formed,  or  to 
the  position,  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  in  regard  to  the 
company,  or  its  promoters  or  vendors,  or  of  the  directors  or 
other  officers  of  the  company,  and  which  may  affect  the 
judgment  of  a  person  invited  to  take  shares,  must  be  dis- 
closed under  section  38  of  the  Companies  i\.ct,  1867.  if  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract  is,  at  the  date  of  the  contract, 
or  subsequently  becomes  a  promoter,  director,  or  trustee  of 
the  company. 

Sullivan  v.  Mitcalfe. 

5  C.  P.  D.  455-480   (s.  c.  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  SI  J  ;   44  L.  T.  8  ;  29  W.  R.  181. 

Company.  —  Prospectus.  —  Concealment.  —  Duly  of  Disclosure.  —  Companies 

Act,  I8G7,  s.  38. 

B.  and  C,  being  possessed  of  a  patent,  agreed  to  sell  it  to  a  company  [45.5] 
for  £.36,000,  but  by  a  series  of  contracts  it  was  arranged  that  only  £2000 
out  of  that  sum  should  be  retained  by  them  for  their  own  use,  and  that  £.54,000 
should  be  divided  between  the  promoters  of  the  company.  The  prospectus, 
issued  on  behalf  of  the  company,  did  not  mention  the  contracts  relating  to  the 
disposal  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  patent.  The  defendants  were  promoters 
and  directors  of  the  company.  The  plaintiff  subscribed  for  shares,  V)ut  he 
afterwards  sued  the  defendants  to  recover  the  price  of  the  shares  subscribed 
for  liy  him  :  — 

Held,  ujion  demurrer,  by  Baggallay  and  Thesiger,  L  J.T.  (Bramwell, 
L.  J.,  dissenting),  that  the  contracts  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  purchase-money 
of  the  patent  ought  to  have  been  specified  in  the  prosj^ectus  pursiiant  to  the 
Companies  Act,  1867,  s.  88,  and  that  the  defendants  were  liable  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  price  of  his  shares. 
VOL,  VII.  — 32 
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Appeals  of  the  defendants,  Peele  and  Brown,  from  orders  of 
Grove,  J.,  overruling  demurrers. 

The  allegations  contained  in  the  statement  of  claim  and  the 
arguments  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  judgments  of  the  Lords 

Justices. 
[*456]       *Feb.    19.   Collins,   Q.   C,  and  Sew.nrd   Brice,  for  the 
plaintiff. 
Harrison,  Q.  C. ,  and  Bray,  for  the  defendant  Peele. 
Talfourd  Salter,  Q.  C. ,  for  the  defendant  BroAvn. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

June  30.      The  following  judgments  were  delivered. 

Thesiger,  L.  J.  ^  This  appeal  raises  the  question  wdiether  upon 
demurrer  certain  contracts  set  forth  in  a  statement  of  claim  ought 
or  ought  not  to  be  held  to  come  within  s.  38  of  the  Companies 
Act,   1867.2 

Shortly  stated,  the  contracts  compose  a  series  of  arrangements 
made  by  parties  to  the  formation  of  a  joint  stock  company,  and 
having  for  their  object  its  formation.  They  are  contracts,  from 
which,  when  disclosed,  it  would  be  reasonably  inferred,  that  what 
was  purchased  by  the  company  when  formed  was  of  far  less  value 
than  the  sum  which  was  actually  paid  by  the  company  for  it,  that 
the  comp_any's  capital  had  been  or  was  to  be  expended  principally 
in  indirect  payments  to  the  i>romoters  of  the  company  and  persons 
connected  with  them  otlier  than  the  real  vendors  to  the  company, 
and  but  little  in  the  real  hand  fide  purchase  of  that  which  was  to 
constitute  the  subject  of  the  company's  business,  that  some  at  least 
of  the  persons  who,  by  prospectus  invited  the  pul)lic  to  take  sliares 
in  the  company,  held  such  a  position  in  regard  to  its  formation 
and  in  connection  with  the  vendors  and  promoters  as  to  make  their 
interests  and  the  interests  of  ordinary  subscribers  for  shares  in  the 
company  by  no  means  the  same,  and,   finally,   that  the  company 

1  Tliis    judgment    was   road   by  R.vr;-  whether  subject  to  adoption  by  tlie  direc- 

OAM.AY,  L.  J.  tors  or  the  conijjany   or  otherwise;   and 

^  By  the  Companies  Act,  1807  (.30  &  31  any  prospectus  or  notice   not  specifying 

Vict.  c.  131),  s.  38,  "  Every  prospectus  of  the  same  sliall  l)e  deemed  fraudulent  ou 

a  company,  and  every  notice  inviting  per-  the  part  of  the  promoters,  directors,  and 

sons  to  subscribe  for  shares  in  any  joint  officers  of  the  coTupany  knowingly  issuing 

stock  company,  shall  specify  the  dates  and  the  same,  as  regards  any  person  taking 

the  names  of  the  ])arties  to  any  contract  sliar(!s  in  the  company  on  tlie  faitli  of  sucli 

entered  into  by  the  company,  or  tlie  pro-  prospectus,  unless  he  shall  have  had  notice 

motors,  directors,  or  trustees  thereof,  be-  of  such  contract." 
fore  the  issue  of  such  prospectus  or  notice, 
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itself  was  one  in  which  no  prudent  man  with  knowledge  of  these 
facts,  and  trusting  to  the  success  of  the  undertaking  alone, 
would  be  likely  to  embark  his  money  in  shares.  On  the 
*  other  hand,  assuming  the  company  formed,  and  the  pur-  [*457] 
chase,  which  was  the  object  of  its  formation,  carried  out, 
there  was  nothing  in  any  of  the  contracts  other  than  the  one  which 
was  in  fact  disclosed,  which  bound  or  directly  affected  the  company 
or  its  property,  nothing  which  by  adoption  or  otherwise  could 
impose  any  burden  or  obligation,  any  loss  or  liability  upon  it, 
nothing  which  made  the  value  of  its  .shares  intrinsically  greater  or 
less.  Under  these  circumstances  we  are  brought  face  to  face  with 
t^vo  opposing  views  of  the  meaning  of  the  section  to  be  construed. 
The  one,  shortly  expressed  by  Bkamwell,  L.  J.,  in  Tivijcross  v. 
Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  469,  497,  499 ;  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  636,  649,  652, 
to  the  effect  that  only  those  contracts  are  meant  "  which  affect  the 
crimpany,  which  put  an  oljligation  on  it,  whether  with  or  without 
some  benefit  attached, "  and  again  "  contracts  binding  on  the  com- 
pany or  contracts  which  they  have  power  to  reject, "  and  expanded 
by  Kelly,  C.  B.  ,  in  his  judgment  in  the  same  case  at  p.  506,  where 
he  says  "  that  a  contract  to  be  within  the  provision  must  have  been 
made  with  the  company  if  it  has  been  formed,  and  if  not,  with  the 
promoters  or  the  directors  or  the  trustees,  representing  or  purporting 
to  Act  on  behalf  of  the  future  company,  and  with  the  intent  that 
the  company  when  formed  shall  execute  a  corresponding  contract, 
and  so  in  effect  ratify  the  Act  done  by  the  promoters  or  other  body 
of  persons  mentioned  before  its  formation ;  also  that  it  must  be 
such  as  to  impose,  or  be  intended  to  impose  a  burden,  or  obliga- 
tion, or  a  loss,  or  a  liability  upon  the  company,  which  would 
affect  the  value  of  the  shares  in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser. "  The 
other  view  is  stated  by  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  Gover's  Case,  1  Ch.  D. 
182,  200;  45  L.  J.  Ch.  83,  94,  in  the  following  terms:  "I  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  it,"  s.  38,  "  includes  every  contract  made 
before  the  issue  of  the  prospectus,  the  knowledge  of  which  might 
have  an  effect  upon  a  reasonable  subscriber  for  shares  in  determin- 
ing him  to  give  or  withhold  faith  in  the  promoter,  director,  or 
trustee  issuing  the  prospectus,  wliether  such  contract  was  made  by 
such  promoter,  director,  or  trustee  before  or  after  he  became  a  pro- 
moter, director,  or  trustee,  and  whether  or  not  such  contract  was 
made  on  behalf  of,  or  so  as  if  adopted  to  impose  a  liability  on,  the 
company. "     The  arguments  for  and  against  these  opposing  views 
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have  been  so  elaborately  set  forth  and  discussed  in  the 
[*458]  judgments  in   Ttvycross  *v.  Grant,  both   in   the  Coinnmu 

Pleas  Division  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  it  would 
serve  no  useful  purpose  if  I  were  to  recapitulate  them.  I  shall 
content  myself  by  stating  generally  the  grounds,  ujion  which 
I  feel  myself  compelled  to  adopt  a  wider  construction  of  the  section 
than  that  which  the  former  of  the  two  views  allows. 

I  am  not  myself  much  impressed  by  the  argument  founded  upon 
a  presumption  of  the  mischief  for  which  the  section  was  intendetl 
to  provide  a  remedy,  not  because  I  do  not  accede  to  the  principle, 
to  adopt  the  language  of  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  Gover's  Case,  that  the 
enactments  being  remedial  must  be  so  construed  as  to  give  the 
most  complete  remedy  which  the  phraseology  will  permit,  but 
because  there  appears  to  me  to  be  considerable  uncertainty  as  to 
what  w^as  the  particular  mischief  for  wdiich  the  enactment  was  in- 
tended to  provide  a  remed}'.  No  one  can  doubt  that  it  was  intended 
to  give  to  persons  invited  Ijy  prospectuses  or  notices  to  become  share- 
holders in  companies  some  greater  protection  than  they  possessed 
before  ;  but  whether  such  protection  was  merely  directed  to  prevent 
the  concealment  from  such  persons  of  contracts  of  the  description  of 
that,  which  was  concealed  in  the  well  known  case  of  Overend,  Gur- 
ney,  &  Co.,  Limited,!..  11.,  2  H.  L.  325;  6R  C.  879,  a  contract  which 
had  a  most  direct  and  most  material  bearing  upon  the  position  of  the 
company  and  tlie  value  of  its  shares ;  or  whether  it  was  intended 
to  enforce  also  the  disclosure  of  all  the  arrangements  preceding  the 
formation  of  a  company  made  by  the  parties  concerned  in  its  for- 
mation, whether  they  directly  aflect  the  position  of  the  company  or 
not,  is  a  matter  which  from  no  source  properly  open  to  us  can  lie 
satisfactorily  solved.  In  this  state  of  circumstances  any  a  priori 
argument  drawn  from  the  supposed  intention  of  the  Legislature  is 
as  likely  to  mislead  as  to  assist.  Wliat  particular  contracts  are  or 
are  not  comprised  in  the  enactment,  and  what  are  the  conditions 
under  which  they  are  or  need  not  to  be  disclosed,  are  questions 
which  fall  to  be  determined  upon  the  language  of  tlie  enactment 
itself,  with  no  other  guide  for  its  construction  than  is  afforded  liy 
the  admitted  general  intejition  of  the  Legislature,  and  the  ordinary 
rules  whicli  govern    the;  Courts  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes 

and  written  instruments. 
[*459]       *The  heading  of  tlie  two  sections,  of  which  .s.  38  is  one, 
has  been  sometimes  relied  on  by  those  who  support   the 
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more  limited  meaning  of  the  term  "  contracts"  used  in  s.  38,  but 
the  argument  derived  from  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  at  best  so  slight 
as  to  be  practically  worthless. 

As  regards  the  section  itself,  this  much  must  be  admitted,  as  it 
has  been,  either  in  express  terms  or  impliedly  by  every  Judge  who 
has  had  to  consider  the  meaning  of  the  section,  — viz.,  that  the 
words  "  contract  entered  into  by  the  company  or  the  promoters, 
directors,  or  trustees  thereof  "  are  so  general  that  they  must  neces- 
sarily receive  some  qualification.  Starting  then  with  this  premise, 
I  must  confess  that  from  the  mere  language  of  the  section,  any  more 
than  from  the  presumed  intention  of  the  Legislature,  1  cannot  col- 
lect with  any  sufficient  certainty  what  that  qualification  is.  As 
a  mere  matter  of  interpretation  unaffected  by  any  rule  of  con- 
struction, the  section  appears  to  me  capaljle  of  being  read  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  bear  either  the  wider  or  the  narrower  interpretation 
which  has  been  put  upon  it,  and  tlie  arguments  in  favour  of  the 
one  and  the  other  interpretation  appear  to  me  almost  equally 
balanced.  Under  such  circumstances,  even  if  tliere  were  no  rule 
of  construction  guiding  me  to  the  same  result,  1  should  feel  mvself 
compelled  by  the  preponderating  weight  of  judicial  authority, 
which,  putting  aside  Govcr's  Case,  1  Ch.  D.  182;  45  L.  J.  Ch. 
83,  which  is  claimed  by  the  advocates  of  both  interpretations,  is  to 
be  found  in  favour  of  the  wider  interpretation  in  Cornell  v.  Hay, 
L.  R.  8  C.  P.  328;  42  L.  J.  C.  P.  136,  in  Charlton  v.  Hay,  31 
L.  T.  (N.s.)  437,  and  in  Twijcross  v.  Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  469;  46 
L.  J.  C.  P.  636.  But  independently  of  authority,  and  assuming 
the  language  of  the  section  to  be  as  uncertain  as  I  have  stated  that 
in  my  opinion  it  is,  I  feel  equally  bound  to  adopt  the  wider  inter- 
pretation, upon  what  I  think  ought  to  be  adopted  as  a  rule  of 
construction  in  such  a  case,  —  viz. ,  that  when  from  the  nature  of 
the  provision  contained  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  it  is  clear  that  a 
restriction  must  be  put  upon  the  ordinary  and  literal  signification 
of  some  word  or  expression,  and  it  is  uncertain  from  anything  to 
be  found  in  the  Act  itself,  or  in  the  circumstances  judicially 
cognisable  under  which  the  provision  was  inserted,  what 
the  exact  character  and  extent  of  that  restriction  *is,  it  [*460] 
is  the  duty  of  the  Comets  to  put  no  greater  restriction  than 
the  nature  of  the  provision  and  the  subject-matter  to  which  it 
r-lates  necessarily  impose.  Applying  this  rule  in  its  utmost 
strictness  to  the  construction  of  the  section  in  question,  it  might. 
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be  said  that  all  contracts  must  be  disclosed  in  a  prospectus  invit- 
ing persons  to  take  shares  in  a  company,  at  the  peril  at  least  of  an 
action  if  they  are  not,  which  relate  to  the  formation  of  the  com- 
pany or  to  its  capital,  property,  or  business  when  formed,  or  to  the 
position,  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  in  regard  to  the  company  or  its 
promoters  or  vendors,  of  the  directors  or  other  officers  of  the  com- 
pany, provided  that  one  of  the  parties  to  such  contracts  is  a  person 
who  at  its  date  or  subsequently  becomes  a  promoter,  director,  or 
trustee  of  the  company.      If  it  be  urged  against  such  a  wide  con- 
struction of  the  section  that  contracts  wholly  immaterial   to  lie 
disclosed   would   thereby   be    brought   within    its   provisions,    tlie 
answer  may  be  given  that  no  consequence  follows  the  omission  to 
disclose  in  a  prospectus  any  contract  except  in  favour  of  a  person 
taking  shares  on  the  faith  of  such  prospectus,  and  that  givinu  a 
reasonable  meaning  to  this  not  very  happily  worded  expression  no 
person  can  be  said  to  have  taken  shares  on  the  faith  of  a  prospectus 
except  a  person  who  can  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  jury  that  lie 
took  his  shares  on  the  faith  of  there  being  no  such  contract  as  that 
omitted  to  be  disclosed,  and  that  if  such  contract  had  been  dis- 
closed to  him  he  would  not  have  taken  his  shares.      This  is  in 
substance  the  answer  given  to  the  objection  by  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  in 
Twycross  v.  Grant,  2  C.  P.   D.  469,  at  p.  531,  and  the  practical 
effect  of  this  view  of  the  section  would  be,  that  a  prospectus  might, 
with  safety  to  those  issuing  it,  omit  the  mention  of  all  contracts 
except  such  as  might  be  reasonably  said  to  be  material  to  be  known 
to  persons  invited  to  take  shares  in  order  to  enable  them  to  form  a 
judgment  as  to  the  policy  of  so  doing.     But  this  view  is  no  doubt 
open  to  the  criticism  that  it  supposes  the  Legislature  to  have  in  the 
early  part  of  the  section  directed  the  disclosure  of  contracts,  which, 
if  disclosed,  would  be  so  to  no  useful  purpose,  and  if  omitted  to  1  e 
disclosed,  would  be  so  with  impunity.      I  am,  therefore,  content  to 
put  the  condition,  which  would  otherwise  attach  only  to  the  remeily 
for  non -disclosure  of   a  contract  as  a   further  limitation 
[*461]  *or  restriction  upon  the  generality  of  the  description  of  the 
contract  itself,  and  to  adopt  the  view  that  every  contract  re- 
'  lating  to  the  formation  of  a  company,  or  to  its  capital,  property,  or 
business  when  formed,  or  to  the  position,  pecuniary  or  otherwise, 
in  regard  to  the  company,  or  its  promoters  or  vendors,  of  the  direc- 
tors or  other  officers  of  the  company,  and  which  is  material  to  be 
made  known  to  persons  invited  to  take  shares  in  order  to  enable 
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them  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  the  policy  of  so  doing,  is  a  contract 
within  the  meaning  of  s.  38  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  and  as  sucii 
must  be  disclosed  vmder  the  circumstances  and  to  the  extent  which 
the  section  points  out,  provided  that  one  of  the  parties  to  it  is  at 
its  date,  or  subsequently  becomes,  a  promoter,  director,  or  trustee 
of  the  company.  I  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  upon  demurrer, 
say  that  any  of  the  contracts  set  out  in  the  statement  of  claim  are 
not  such  as  may  reasonably  be  found  by  a  jury  to  come  within 
this  definition,  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
Grove,  J.,  overruling  the  demurrer  was  right  and  should  be 
affirmed. 

Baggallay,  L.  J.  The  substantial  question  which  we  have  to 
determine  upon  the  present  appeal  is,  wdiat  cojitracts,  or  rather 
what  classes  of  contracts,  are  within  the  provisions  of  the  38th 
section  of  the  Companies  Act  of  1867.  Upon  this  question  there 
has  been  considerable  difference  of  judicial  opinion;  and  in  the 
case  of  Twijcross  v.  Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  469;  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  636, 
which  is  the  only  case  in  which  the  question  has  hitherto  come 
directly  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the  Judges 
then  constituting  the  Court  were  equally  divided  in  opinion.  On 
the  present  occasion,  the  question  is  raised  by  demurrer,  and  con- 
sequently in  the  simplest  possible  form,  as  it  is  in  no  respect 
complicated  by  conflicting  statements  of  fact ;  the  allegations  in 
the  statement  of  claim  must  for  the  purposes  of  the  appeal  be 
assumed  to  be  true. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  with  which  we  have  to  deal,  are  as 
follows  :  The  Diamond  Fuel  Company,  Limited,  was  registered  on 
the  27th  of  January,  1873,  under  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  and 
1867,  and  thereupon  a  prospectus  was  issued  by  tlie  defendants, 
other  than  the  company,  inviting  the  public  to  subscribe 
for  shares.  The  *  prospectus  so  issued  contained  the  fol-  [*  462] 
lowing,  amongst  other  statements ;  that  the  company  was 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  patents  of  Mr.  David 
Barker  for  improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  artificial  fuel,  and 
of  acquiring  and  developing  the  works  of  such  manufacture  as  then 
carried  on  by  Messrs.  Barker  &  Clare  at  Stratford,  in  Essex ;  that 
a  provisional  agreement  had  been  entered  into  with  the  proprietors 
of  the  patents  for  the  purchase  of  all  their  patent  rights  in  the 
United  Kingdom  and  abroad,  together  with  the  presses,  works, 
machinery,  plant,  stock,  &c. ,  at  Stratford,  for  the  sum  of  £15,000 
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in  cash  and  8200  fully  paid-up  shares  of  £5  each ;  and  that  the 
only  contract  entered  into  was  dated  the  15th  of  November,  1872, 
and  was  between  David  Barker  and  Thomas  Deykin  Clare  of  the 
one  part,  and  Francis  Lambe  Price,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  of 
the  other  part,  which  might  be  inspected  at  the  office  of  the  com- 
jiany.  The  contract  so  referred  to  was  the  provisional  agreement 
mentioned  in  the  prospectus,  and  was  to  the  effect  that  the  said 
Prancis  Laml)e  Price  should  purchase  the  patents  as  trustee  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  that  the  company  should  adopt 
such  purchase  immediately  after  its  registration.  The  plaintiff 
subscribed  for  200  shares  in  the  company,  and  paid  to  the  com- 
pany the  full  amount  thereof,  namely,  the  sum  of  £1000.  On  the 
9th  of  September,  1878,  he  commenced  the  present  action  to 
recover  the  amount  so  paid  by  him,  upon  the  ground  that  he  took 
the  shares  on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus  issued  by  the  defendants, 
and  that  such  prospectus  was  as  against  him  fraudulent  within  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  38th  section  of  the  Companies  Act  of 
1867,  by  reason  of  certain  contracts,  which  had  been  entered  into 
by  the  promoters  of  the  company  before  the  issue  of  the  prospectus, 
not  being  specified  in  it. 

The  more  important  allegations  in  the  plaintiff's  statement  of 
claim  are  to  the  following  effect :  that  the  defendants,  other  than 
the  company,  issued  the  prospectus  already  referred  to,  and  were 
at  the  time  of  such  issue  promoters  and  directors  of  the  company ; 
that  although  the  amount  made  payable  to  Barker  and  Clare  under 
the  contract  of  the  loth  of  November,  1872,  for  the  purchase  of  the 
patent  was  the  sum  of  £56,000,  £2000  only  of  that  sum  was 
[*463]  to  be  retained  by  them  for  their  own  benefit,  and  that  *  under 
a  series  of  contracts  entered  into  by  the  promoters  and 
directors,  which  it  is  unnecessary  now  to  specify  in  detail,  the  bal- 
ance of  £54,000  was  to  be  divided  between  all  or  some  of  the 
promoters  of  the  company,  and  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  the 
prospectus  the  defendants  were  well  aware  that  these  contracts  had 
been  entered  into,  and  had  omitted  to  specify  them  in  the  pro- 
spectus. The  allegations  are  to  some  extent  wanting  in  precision 
as  to  the  parties  between  whom  and  in  what  proportions  the 
£54,000  were  to  be  divided;  but  £3900  are  stated  to  have  been 
paid  to  the  defendant  Mitcalfe  and  £5000  to  a  person  named 
Parry,  and  the  remainder  to  have  been  divided  between  persons 
referred  to  as  "  the  others  of  the  said  parties,"   which  words,  by 
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reference  to  the  9th  paragraph,  indicate  the  persons  mentioned  in 
the  previous  paragraphs  as  having  been  engaged  in  forming  and 
promoting  the  company,  including  all  the  defendants.  What  we 
have  then  to  decide  is,  whether  the  contracts  so  omitted  from  the 
prospectus  ought  to  have  been  specified  in  it. 

The  very  general  terms  in  which  the  38th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1867  is  expressed,  have  been  the  subject  of  comment  by  all  the 
Judges  who  have  been  called  upon  to  consider  it,  and  their 
opinions,  as  reported,  have  been  for  the  most  part  introduced  by 
observations  to  the  effect  that  the  language  of  the  section  is  so 
general  that  it  cannot  be  literally  construed,  and  that  some  limita- 
tion must  consequently  be  put  upon  it.  In  its  earlier  portion  it 
directs  that  every  prospectus  of  a  company  and  every  notice  invit- 
ing persons  to  subscribe  for  shares  in  any  joint  stock  company, 
shall  specify  the  dates  and  the  names  of  the  parties  to  any  con- 
tract entered  into  by  the  company,  or  the  promoters,  directors,  or 
trustees  thereof,  before  the  issue  of  any  such  prospectus  or  notice, 
whether  subject  to  adoption  by  the  directors  or  the  company  or 
otherwise ;  and  the  second  portion  of  the  section  discloses  the 
consequences  which  are  to  ensue  if  these  directions  are  disobeyed. 
Now  the  words,  "  any  contract  entered  into  by  the  company  or 
the  promoters,  direct(jrs,  or  trustees  thereof  before  the  issue  of  tlie 
prospectus  or  notice,"  taken  by  themselves,  are  in  every  respect 
unlimited;  but  is  not  the  necessary  limitation  to  be  foiuid  in  the 
context  ?  The  contract  referred  to,  whatever  may  ha  its  limited 
meaning,  is  to  be  specified  in  every  prospectus  or  notice 
*  issued  for  the  purpose  of  inviting  persons  to  subscribe  for  [*464] 
shares.  Why  should  provision  be  made  for  its  being  speci- 
fied in  every  prospectus  or  noti'ce  issued  for  this  purpose,  whilst  no 
provision  is  made  for  its  being  specified  in  any  prospectus  or  notice 
issued  for  any  other  purpose,  unless  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  afford  some  protection  to  or  to  confer  some  benefit 
upon  persons  who  might  be  likely  to  respond  to  the  invitations  so 
given  to  them  ?  And  if  such  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature 
it  is  difficult  to  suggest  any  other  class  of  contracts  as  being  within 
its  contemplation  than  such  as,  if  made  known  to  a  person  reading 
the  prospectus  or  notice,  would  be  likely  to  influence  him  in  deter- 
mining whether  he  would*  or  would  not  become  a  shareholder  in 
the  projected  company.  Here,  then,  is  at  least  a  suggestion  of  tlie 
limitation  which  should  be  put  vipon  the  words  "  any  contract." 
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But  let  US  pass  on  to  a  consideration  of  the  second  portion  of 
the  section;  it  enacts  that  a  prospectus  or  n(jtice,  which  sliall  not 
specify  any  contract  which  hy  the  first  portion  of  the  section  is 
■directed  to  be  specified,  shall  be  deemed  fraudulent  on  the  part  of 
the  promoters,  directors,  and  officers  of  the  company,  knowingly 
issuing  the  same,  as  regards  any  person  taking  shares  in  the  com- 
pany on  the  faith  of  the   prospectus,   unless  he  shall  have  had 
notice  of  the  omitted  contract.     Now  it  appears  to  me  that,  in  this 
second  portion  of  the  section,  there  is  the  most  marked  confirma- 
tion of  the  view  which  I  have  mentioned  as  being  suggested  by 
tlie  first,  namely,  that  the  Legislature  intended  by  its  provisions  to 
afford  a  substantial  protection  to  persons  who  might  be  invited  by 
a  prospectus  or  notice  to  subscribe  for  shares  ;  for  having,  in  the 
the  first  portion  of  the  section,  given  directions  which  might  or 
might  not  be   obeyed,  it  has  in   the  second    provided   that   any 
•omission  to  obey  such  directions  shall  be  availed  of,  for  their  own 
benefit,  by  one  class  of  persons  only,  namely,  by  persons  who  have 
taken  shares  in  the  company ;  and  of  such  class  by  those  only  who 
have  taken  them  upon  the  faith  of  the  prospectus  or  notice  from 
which  the  contract  has  been  omitted,  and  who  have  had  no  notice 
of  the  contract  from  any  other  source ;  and  this  limitation  of  the 
class  of  shareholders  who  are  to  l)e  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
statutory  provision  has  in  my  opinion  an  important  bearing  upon 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  section,  for  if  it  was 
[*  465]   the  *  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  protect  or  indemnify  a 
shareholder  who  had  been  misled  by  a  prospectus  or  notice 
from  which  information  to  which  he  was  entitled  had  been  omitted, 
it  must  be  assumed  to  have  been  equally  its  intention  to  exclude 
from  the  benefits  of  the  enactment  a  shareholder  who  had  not 
taken  his  shares  on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus  or  notice,  or  who 
having  so  taken  them  was  at  the  time  when  he  took  them  In 
possession  from  some  other  source  of  the  information  omitted  from 
it.     Upon  the  construction  then  of  the  language  of  the  section,  I 
am  prepared  to  hold  that  every  contract,  which  upon  a  reasonable 
construction  of  its  purport  and  effect  would  assist  a  person   in 
determining  whetlier  he  would  become  a  sliareholder  in  the  com- 
pany, is  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  38th  section  of  the 
Act  of  1867  ;  and  having  arrived  at  this  conclusion  from  the  con- 
siderations which  I  have  mentioned,  I  abstain  from  saying  more  in 
support  of  it,  as  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  conclusions  which 
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have  been  arrived  at  by  other  Judges,  whose  opinions  upon  the 
subject  are  to  be  found  in  the  published  reports.  I  more  particu- 
hirly  refer  to  the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Charlton  v.  Hay, 
31  L.  T.  (K  S.)  4.37,  which  was  concurred  in  by  Mellor  and  Field, 
JJ. ;  to  the  judgments  of  Mellish  and  Brett,  L.  JJ.,  in  Govers 
Case,  1  Ch.  D.  182  ;  45  L.  J.  Ch.  83  (in  which,  though  the  case  was 
disposed  of  upon  other  grounds,  opinions  were  expressed  by  the 
Judges  forming  the  Court  upon  the  question  now  under  considera- 
tion) ;  to  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  Division,  as  delivered 
by  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  in  Ticycross  v.  Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  481 ;  46  L. 
J.  C.  P.  639,  and  to  that  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  the  same  case, 
when  it  came  before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  2  C.  P.  D.  516,  46  L.  J. 
C.  P.  658.  With  reference,  however,  to  the  judgment  of  Brett, 
L.  J.,  in  Cover's  Case,  I  desire  to  say  that  whilst  I  entirely  assent  to 
the  observations  made  by  him  as  to  the  remedial  character  of  the 
section  and  to  the  importance  of  construing  it  with  regard  to  the 
state  of  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the  time  when  it  was  enacted,  I 
am  unable  to  adopt  the  view  intimated  by  him,  that  the  remedy  of 
a  shareholder  who  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  statute,  was 
to  have  his  name  removed  from  the  list  of  shareholders ;  as  at 
present  advised,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  only  remedy 
which  a  *  shareholder  has  under  the  statute  is  against  the  [*  466] 
pjerson  or  persons  who  have  omitted  to  specify  the  contract. 

That  the  language  of  the  38th  section  will  admit  of  such  a  con- 
struction as  that  which  in  my  opinion  should  be  put  upon  it,  is 
not  disputed  ;  but  it  is  urged  that  a  still  more  limited  construction 
ought  to  be  adopted,  and  that  such  contracts  only  should  be  treated 
as  within  the  provisions  of  the  section  as  are  made,  either  by  the 
company  itself,  or  by  its  promoters,  directors,  or  trustees,  as  repre- 
senting or  on  behalf  of  it;  in  other  words,  such  contracts  only  as 
affect  the  company  in  the  sense  of  putting  an  obligation  upon  it. 
This  view  of  the  section  was  taken  by  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  in  Cover's 
Case,  and  w^as  concisely  expressed  by  him  in  the  following  terms : 
"  There  must  be  some  limitation  to  the  words  used  in  the  Act. 
That  is  conceded.  It  must  be  read  as  a  contract  entered  into  by 
tlie  promoters  as  such  ;  "  and  again  in  Twycross  v.  Grant  he  expressed 
himself  upon  the  same  subject  as  follows  :  "  There  must  be  some 
limitation  ;  two  have  been  suggested :  one  by  the  plaintiff,  that 
every  contract  is  meant  which  would  assist  a  person  in  determin- 
ing whether  he  would  be  a  shareholder ;  the  other,  that  only  those 
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contracts  are  meant  which  affect  the  company,  which  put  an  obUga- 
tion  upon  it  wliether  with  or  without  some  benefit  attached.  There 
may  be  other  limitations  better  tlian  either  of  them,  but  I  think 
the  choice  lies  between  the  two,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  latttr 
is  right."  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  expressed  an  opinion  to  the  same 
effect  in  Twycross  v.  Grant.  In  Gover's  Case,  Bkamwell,  L.  .1. 
expressed  his  views  in  the  concise  language  I  have  mentioned  with- 
out assigning  any  reason  beyond  a  general  concurrence  in  those 
which  had  been  expressed  in  the  same  case  by  James,  L.  J.,  to 
which  I  will  presently  refer;  but  in  Tivijcross  v.  Grant  he  was 
apparently  influenced  by  the  consideration  tliat  it  was  enough  to 
let  the  public  know  on  wliat  terms  they  could  have  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  scheme  in  which  they  were  invited  to  join,  and  that 
it  was  better  to  leave  people  to  look  after  themselves  than  to  endea- 
vour to  protect  them  by  affording  them  information  which  tliey 
would  not  take  the  trouble  to  ask  for.     Now  T  quite  admit  that,  if 

a  mine  or  a  patent  is  offered  for  sale  to  a  company,  it  is 
[*  467]  immaterial  to  state  *  how  or  when  or  at  what  price   the 

vendor  acquired  it,  provided  the  vendor  and  the  company 
or  the  purchaser  representing  the  company,  stand  to  each  other  in 
the  ordinary  relations  of  vendor  and  purchaser;  if  A.  has  acquired 
the  mine  or  the  patent  from  the  owner  at  the  price  of  £50,000  and 
has  contracted  to  sell  it  to  a  comi)any  or  to  a  trustee  for  a  com- 
pany, for  £100,000,  there  can  be  no  objection  to  such  a  transaction, 
and  in  a  prospectus  or  notice  inviting  the  public  to  subscribe  for 
shares,  it  would  not  in  my  opinion  be  necessary  for  the  promoteis 
or  directors,  if  aware  of  the  price  given  by  A.,  to  communicate  that 
fact  to  those  whom  they  might  invite  to  subscribe  ;  in  such  a  case, 
the  fair  inference  would  l)e  that  the  actual  promoters  of  the  com- 
pany, by  whatever  name  called,  deemed  £100,000  a  fair  and  reason- 
able price  to  be  paid  for  the  property  agreed  to  be  purchased,  and 
were  willing  to  take  their  own  share  in  the  adventure,  upon  the 
same  terms  as  those  whom  they  were  inviting  to  join  with  them  : 
they  may  have  been  bad  judges  of  the  value  of  the  property,  or 
over-sanguine  or  careless,  but  of  tliis  the  subscriber  for  shares 
must  be  assumed  to  know  that  he  must  take  the  risk :  if  he  applies 
for  them  upon  the  faith  of  tlie  prospectus,  he  is  in  no  way  deceived 
or  misled;  but  tlie  case  is  very  different  if  by  another  contract 
between  A.  and  the  promoters  of  the  company,  the  former  agrees  to 
return  to  the  latter  X40,000  of  the  money  to  be  paid  to  him  in  order 
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that  that  amount  may  be  divided  amongst  themselves ;  in  this  lat- 
ter case,  if  the  contract  between  A.  and  the  promoters  is  concealed 
from  the  subscriber  for  shares,  the  latter  is  misled  by  the  prospec- 
tus into  believing  that  the  promoters  have  agreed  to  give  £100,000 
fur  the  property,  honestly,  though  perhaps  erroneously,  believing 
it  to  be  worth  the  price,  and  that  they  are  running  an  equal  risk 
with  himself  of  the  purchase  turning  out  a  bad  bargain,  whilst  they 
are  in  fact  preparing  the  way  for  putting  into  their  own  pockets  a 
portion  of  tlie  money,  which  they  hope  to  induce  him  to  contribute 
to  the  funds  of  the  company.  Surely  for  such  scandalous  transac- 
tions, and  I  can  call  them  by  no  other  name,  and  there  have  unfor- 
tunately been  many  of  them,  there  was  need  of  some  more  adequate 
remedy  for  the  deceived  shareliolder  than  the  existing  law  afforded : 
the  language  of  the  section  is  sufficient  to  give  it ;  why 
should  it  receive  a  limited  construction  *  which  would  [*  468] 
exclude  it  ?  To  adopt  the  limited  construction  which  has 
been  pressed  upon  iis  would  be  to  reduce  the  remedial  character  of 
the  section  to  a  minimum  ;  the  non-disclosure  of  a  contract  of  so 
limited  and  restricted  a  character  could  hardly  be  considered  as 
ntrording  a  sufficient  reason  for  conferring  upon  a  shareholder,  and 
u})on  no  one  else,  so  great  an  amount  of  protection  as  the  second 
portion  of  the  section  confers  upon  him,  and  at  the  same  time 
refusing  him  the  like  protection  when  the  effect  of  the  contract  is 
to  confer  upon  the  promoters  a  large  amount  of  pecuniary  benefit 
and  to  impose  upon  the  company,  and  consequently  upon  all 
persons  taking  shares  in  it,  a  corresponding  amount  of  loss. 

It  has  been  much  pressed  upon  us  in  argument  that  the  judg- 
ment of  James,  L.  J.,  in  Gover's  Case  supports  the  contention  of 
the  appellants  on  the  present  appeal,  and  this  appears  to  have 
been  the  view  taken  of  it  by  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  in  Tioycross  v. 
Grant.  So  far  as  I  can  form  an  opinion  of  that  judgment  from 
the  authorized  report  of  it,  it  appears  to  me  that,  with  the  one 
exception  to  which  I  will  presently  allude,  the  Lord  Justice  did 
not  intend  to  express  any  opinion  beyond  what  the  decision  of  the 
case  then  under  consideration  required.  The  circumstances  of  the 
case  were  peculiar  ;  the  appellant  alleged  that  she  had  taken  her 
shares  upon  the  faith  of  a  prospectus  from  which  a  contract  entered 
into  by  a  promoter  had  been  improperly  omitted,  but  the  relief 
which  she  claimed  was  to  have  her  name  removed  from  the  list  of 
coutributories :  three  of  the  four  Judges  who  constituted  the  Court 
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held  that  if  a  contract  which  ought,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
38th  section,  to  have  been  specified  in  the  prospectus  had  been 
omitted,  the  relief  to  which  the  shareholder  was  entitled  was  a 
personal  remedy  against  those  who  had  improperly  issued  the 
prospectus,  and  not  to  have  his  or  her  name  removed  from  tlie 
list  of  shareholders  or  contributories :  this  was  sufficient  to  dis- 
pose of  the  appeal,  but  two  of  the  four  Judges,  namely,  James  and 
Bramwell,  L.  JJ.,  also  held,  affirming  in  this  respect  the  decision 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  contract  in  question  had  not  been 

entered  into  by  a  person  who  was  at  the  date  thereof  a  pro- 
[*  469]  moter,  director,  or  trustee  of  the  company,  *  and  that  there 

was  consequently  no  necessity  to  specify  it  in  the  pro- 
spectus: from  this  conclusion  the  other  two  judges,  Mellish  and 
Brett,  L.  JJ.,  dissented.  Now  whether  James,  L.  J.,  correctly 
estimated  the  effect  of  the  evidence  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  it 
is  quite  clear  from  the  whole  tenor  of  his  judgment  that  it  was 
based  upon  the  estimate  he  had  thus  formed,  for  after  stating  that 
he  was  at  a  loss  to  understand  upon  what  principle  it  could  be 
said  that  the  contract  was  by  the  company  or  by  any  promoter, 
trustee,  or  director  of  the  company,  and  that  the  character  of  the 
contract  could  not  operate  as  a  transformation  of  the  contracting 
parties,  he  added :  "  I  may  illustrate  my  view  by  referring  to  a 
contract  which  I  think  would  be  within  the  Act.  If  instead  of 
contracting  to  sell  to  the  company  or  inviting  the  company  to 
become  shareholders  in  the  thing  itself,  Mappin  had  invited  them 
to  become  shareholders  with  him  in  a  contract  and  tliey  had  ac- 
cepted that  invitation,  then  he  would  by  the  terms  of  his  offer  and 
by  their  acceptance  of  that  offer  have  made  himself  their  agent  ns 
from  the  date  of  that  contract,  and  any  bye  or  collateral  contract 
made  for  his  own  benefit  would  be  a  contract  by  a  trustee  for  the 
company  or  partnership."  Such  being  the  opinion  of  the  Lord 
Justice  as  to  a  class  of  contracts  which  would  undoubtedly  be 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  I  can  hardly  think  that  he 
would  hesitate  to  hold  that  the  contracts  which  are  under  con- 
sideration on  the  present  ajjpeal  ought  to  have  been  specifie.i 
in  the  prospectus. 

I  may  add  that  the  case  of  Charlton  v.  Hay,  to  which  I  have 
already  alluded,  and  the  circumstances  of  which  are  not  dis- 
tinguishable in  principle  from  tliose  of  the  present  appeal,  was 
cited  in   Gover's  Case,  and  that  no  dissent  was   expressed    either 
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by  James,  L.  J.,  or  by  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  from  the  judgment  given 
by  Blackburx,  J.,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Mellor  and  Lush,  JJ. 
In  that  case,  the  contract  in  question  was  one  by  which  the  vendor 
to  the  company  was  to  receive  a  portion  only  of  the  purchase- 
money,  the  residue  being  divided  among  the  promoters  ;  the  Court 
held  it  to  be  within  the  section,  and  in  the  course  of  his  judg- 
ment Blackburn,  J.,  expressed  himself  in  the  following  forci- 
ble terms  :  "  We  have  to  say  whether  this  is  a  contract 
required  to  be  *  disclosed  by  the  terms  of  the  section ;  and  [*  470] 
it  seems  to  me  that  not  only  is  it  clearly  included  in  these 
terms,  but  further  if  it  were  not,  the  Legislature  has  failed  to  express 
what  was  certainly  its  intention  and  object.  This  one  of  the  alleged 
contracts  is  at  all  events  of  immense  importance  to  all  the  share- 
holders of  the  company,  and  even  if  not  subject  to  adoption  by  the 
directors  or  the  company,  it  otherwise  comes  within  the  description 
of  the  contracts  required  to  be  specified."  Every  sentence  in  the 
passage  which  I  have  just  (quoted  is,  in  my  opinion,  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  I  in  all  respects  adopt  them,  and  am  conse- 
quently of  opinion  that  the  demurrers  of  the  defendants  Peele  and 
Brown  were  properly  overruled  by  Grove,  J.,  and  that  these  appeals 
must  be  dismissed. 

Bramwell,  L.  J.  The  opinion  I  expressed  in  Tvjycross  v.  Grant, 
2  C.  P.  D.  469  ;  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  645, 1  retain  :  I  do  so  for  the  reasons  on 
which  I  formed  it.  It  is  therefore  not  necessary  to  repeat  them  in 
detail;  they  may  be  summarised  thus ;  the  general  words  of  s.  38 
of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  must  have  some  restriction  ;  in  my 
opinion  the  language  and  reason  of  the  thing  show  that  the  con- 
tracts therein  mentioned  must  be  limited  to  those  which  bind  the 
company,  or  which  may  be  adopted  or  assumed  by  the  company, 
and  so  affect  it  when  formed:  if  it  was  intended  that  intending 
shareholders  should  be  guided  by  information  given  in  the  pro- 
spectus as  to  the  previous  history  of  the  company,  its  promoters, 
and  the  subject  of  its  intended  operations,  no  reason  can  be  given 
why  contracts  only  were  to  be  stated.  To  ascertain  what  is  the 
intention  and  meaning  of  the  section  it  must  be  critically  exam- 
ined. It  is  as  idle  to  attempt  to  put  a  meaning  on  it  witliout 
doiag  this,  as  it  would  be  to  try  to  construe  it  without  opening 
the  book  which  contains  it.  Without  such  examination  it  is 
easy  to  talk  of  broad  views  on  the  one  hand  and  of  narrow  on 
the  other,  to  denounce  promoters  and  their  schemes,  and  when 
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they  are  fraudulent  and  dishonest  to  express  indignant  opinions 
well  deserved,  but  which  might  tell  most  harshly  and  unjustly 
on  men  against  whom  there  was  not  the  slightest  ground  of 
complaint  that  they  had  failed  either  in  honesty  or  care  for 
the  interests  of  the  intended  future  shareholders  of  the 
[*471]  company.  If  this  examination  of  the  section  is*  hair- 
splitting, hairs  must  be  split,  otherwise  injustice  will  be 
done,  and  this  certainly  is  to  be  said  in  favour  of  the  construc- 
tion I  contend  for,  that  it  is  what  the  framers  of  the  Act  meant, 
as  is  well  known.  The  doubt  that  has  arisen  as  to  the  meaning  of 
s.  38,  has  arisen  from  the  addition  of  some  worck  and  the  with- 
drawal of  others  not  intended  to  alter  the  enactment  on  the  matter 
in  question,  but  which  having  been  added  and  taken  away  without 
noticing  the  combined  effects  of  so  doing  have  raised  the  question 
to  be  answered. 

But  there  are  some  arguments  and  judgments  on  the  matter 
vv-hich  I  must  examine.  The  last  delivered  is  that  of  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  in  Tioycross  v.  Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  469.  His  Lordship  speaks 
of  the  practices  against  which  the  action  is  directed,  and  the 
persons  who  resort  to  them,  as  sapping  the  funds  through  clan- 
destine contracts  with  contractors  who  are  subtle  and  insidious, 
and  l)y  whose  insidious  contrivances  the  exorbitant  price  is  con- 
cealed ;  of  clandestine  arrangement,  positive  evil,  &c.  His  Lord- 
ship thinks  these  are  to  be  dealt  with  on  broad  grounds,  with  a 
beneficial  application  of  the  statute,  no  hair-splitting  or  minute 
verbal  criticism.  Now,  no  doubt,  this  is  the  popular  view.  But, 
however  much  one  may  be  inclined  to  take  it,  one  must  take  care 
not  to  be  led  away  by  one's  just  indignation,  or  injustice  may  be 
done  and  the  law  misinterpreted.  We  must  refer  to  the  statute. 
To  quote  his  Lordship,  he  says  (p.  527j :  "  The  question  whether 
these  contracts  are  within  the  38th  section  is  one  of  greater 
difficulty.  It  becomes  necessary  to  consider  the  words  of  the  enact- 
ment." So  I  thought,  and  so  I  did.  I  cannot  find  that  his  Lord- 
ship has.  Absolutely  there  is  not  a  word  of  comment  or  criticism. 
He  sets  out  the  section  indeed,  but  so  far  from  discussing  it,  he 
says  (p.  530):  "If  such  a  case  as  the  present  be  not  withhi  the 
enactment,  all  I  can  say  is  that  it  ought  to  be."  Eeally  that  is 
all  he  does  say  about  the  section,  for  he  proceeds :  "  And  I 
cannot  allow  myself  to  be  led  into  splitting  hairs,  or  entering 
into  minute  verbal  criticism  upon  what  I  believe  to  be  beneficial 
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legislation."  From  which  one  would  infer  that  it  was  necessary  to 
consider  the  words  without  a  verbal  criticism,  at  least  without  a 
minute  one.  That  being  so,  I  might  dismiss  the  further 
consideration  of  this  *  judgment  with  the  remark  that  what,  [*  472] 
with  all  due  respect  to  his  Lordship's  reasons,  I  must  call 
the  governing  error  is  the  not  distinguishing  between  contracts 
which  affect  or  are  to  affect  the  company  and  those  which  do  not 
and  will  not.  Those  which  do  not  and  will  not  are  unimportant.  If 
a  builder  is  to  build  a  house  for  me,  the  price  he  is  to  pay  for  bricks, 
wood,  labour,  &c.,  is  to  me  immaterial.  If  such  contracts  are  within 
the  statute,  then  every  contract  made  by  Clarke  &  Co.  in  the  Lisbon 
Tramway  Case,  2  C.  P.  D.  469 ;  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  645,  ought  to  have 
b?en  mentioned  in  the  prospectus.  But  there  are  these  passages 
in  his  Lordship's  judgment  which  I  must  notice;  he  says,  2  C.  P. 
I).  529:  "We  may,  with  perfect  safety,  assume  that  the  section 
is  intended  to  apply  to  contracts  relating  to  such  companies  alone. 
But  when  we  have  to  deal  with  a  contract  undoubtedly  having 
reference  to  a  company,  why  are  we  to  put  any  further  restriction 
upon  the  operation  of  the  statute  ? "  Further  restriction  than 
what  ?  That  it  relates  or  refers  to  the  company.  What  is  the 
meaning  of  a  contract  relating  or  referring  to  a  company  ?  But 
the  reason  for  the  restriction  is  the  language  of  the  section,  and 
those  considerations  he  does  not  deal  with.  It  is  asked  what 
would  a  man  say  if  he  was  told  the  owner  of  the  concern,  which 
this  intended  company  was  to  purchase,  was  to  be  chairman,  and 
only  to  be  paid  by  his  buyer  if  he  could  get  a  contract  from  the 
board  which  was  to  be  procured  by  the  promoter  who  was  to  get 
a  large  sum  of  money  for  getting  it,  which  however  he  was  sure 
to  do  from  the  chairman  and  other  directors,  the  first  being  in- 
terested to  get  his  price,  and  the  last  knowing  nothing  about  the 
business  except  what  these  interested  parties  thought  fit  to  tell 
them.  Certainly  the  last  consideration  would  deter  any  man  from 
having  anything  to  do  with  any  concern  with  such  directors,  but 
that  is  not  in  question  here.  As  to  the  rest  it  depends  upon  the 
persons.  Suppose  the  Duke  of  Devonshire  had  a  mine ;  suppose 
Messrs.  Baring  promoted  a  company  to  take,  and  that  such  a  man 
as  the  late  Mr.  Brassey,  was  the  contractor,  and  all  the  other 
circumstances  existed  as  above  put :  would  any  one  be  deterred  ? 
But  the  question  is,  what  says  the  statute  ?  The  other  passage  is 
at  2  C.  P.  D.,  p.  538.  I  cannot  understand  it.  "Mr.  Grant 
VOL.  VII  — 33 
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cannot  in  any  sense  be  said  to  have  been  a  purchaser 
[*  473]  *  from  the  duke,  or  a  vendor  to  the  company.  He  care- 
fully avoided  assuming  that  relation."  This  is  right.  His 
Lordship  proceeds:  "  His  position  was,  though  not  ostensibly,  yet 
actually,  that  of  a  promoter."  This  also  seems  right,  except  that 
I  should  have  thought  he  was  ostensibly  a  promoter.  But  this 
is  immaterial.  Now  follows  what  I  cannot  understand.  "  Fully 
admitting  that  a  person  who  sells  to  a  company  is  no  more  bound 
to  disclose  how  or  upon  what  terms  he  acquired  the  subject-matter 
of  the  sale  than  an  ordinary  vendor  to  an  ordinary  purchaser,  it 
seems  to  me  that  when  the  vendor  adopts  the  character  of  a  pro- 
moter, the  matter  assumes  a  very  different  aspect.  ...  If  he 
proposes  to  derive  advantage  by  selling  to  them  at  a  profit,  any 
contracts  by  which  effect  has  been  given  to  such  purposes  come 
within  this  protective  enactment."  Very  likely  ;  but  if  Grant 
was  not  a  vendor,  how  did  this  apply  to  him  ?  Of  course  I  notice 
this  to  retain  the  advantage  of  the  opinion  expressed  by  James, 
L.   J.,  in   Govers  Case,  1  Ch.  D.  1S2  ;  45  L.  J.  Ch.  83. 

I  proceed  to  consider  the  judgment  of  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J., 
in  T'Vjycross  v.  Grant.  His  Lordship  says,  2  C.  P.  D.  at  p.  483  : 
"  It  is  utterly  immaterial  to  an  ordinary  purchaser  to  know  what 
the  vendor  will  do  with  the  purchase-money  when  he  gets  it: 
the  purchaser  has  no  further  interest  in  it.  But  an  applicant  for 
shares  in  a  company  is  in  a  totally  different  position.  His  money 
becomes  part  of  the  capital  of  the  company;  and  to  liim  it  is  all- 
important  to  know  what  sort  of  persons  are  to  have  the  control 
of  his  money  when  he  has  paid  it,  and  how  that  money  is  to 
be  applied,  whether  upon  the  enterprise  itself  or  in  remunerating 
those  who  brought  the  company  into  existence,"  With  great 
respect,  I  say,  "  No  "  as  to  the  future  of  the  company.  If  £10,000 
are  x>aid  for  a  mine,  it  matters  not  to  the  company  where  the 
■£10,000  go.  No  doubt,  if  it  was  known  that  the  mine-owner 
was  only  to  get  £1000,  it  would  influence  intending  shareholders, 
because  it  would  show  what  he  thought  was  the  real  value.  But 
the  statute  does  not  require  his  opinion  to  be  stated,  but  only 
contracts.  If  it  had  been  intended  that  things  calculated  to  in- 
fluence intending  shareholders  should  be  stated,  it  should 
[*  474]  have  said  so.  What  could  have  been  more  *  important 
than  that  a  mine  or  patent  had  been  worked  for  years  with- 
out profit  ?     Yet  that  need  not  be  stated.     If  it  should  be  said  that 
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we  know  that  the  section  is  the  result  of  mistakes,  and  we  know 
what  was  intended,  so  be  it :  such  contracts  as  these  are  not 
inchided.  If  the  section  is  to  be  construed  as  though  what  was 
said  was  meant,  then  I  contend  the  same  conclusion  must  be  come 
to.  His  Lordship  says  most  forcibly,  2  C.  P.  D.  486  :  "  A  statute 
passed  to  prevent  fraud  and  couched  in  general  language  ought  to 
be  construed  so  as  to  defeat  all  the  frauds  which  are  within  the 
mischief  sought  to  be  remedied."  True,  but  the  language  of 
the  statute  must  be  looked  to.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
not  all  important  things  but  contracts  only  are  to  be  stated,  and 
it  must  be  remembered  that  if  all  a  promoter's  agreements  are 
to  be  stated,  then  if  a  contractor  is  a  promoter  and  has  entered 
into  provisional  contracts  for  materials  and  labour,  they  must  all 
be  stated.  My  Brother  Brett  in  Governs  Case,  1  Ch.  T).  182,  at 
p.  199  :  after  showing  that  before  the  statute  other  frauds  or  wrongs 
were  provided  for,  says  :  "  But  for  a  mere  non-disclosure,  fraud- 
ulent or  otherwise,  there  was  no  remedy  either  in  law  or  equity 
for  the  invited  subscriber  if  he  became  a  shareholder."  He  pro- 
ceeds :  "  One  would  expect  a  remedial  enactment  passed  under 
such  circumstances  to  cover  the  unprotected  danger  :  that  is  to 
say,  to  insist  on  the  disclosure  of  everything  which  might  reason- 
ably have  an  effect  on  the  mind  of  an  invited  subscriber."  This 
is  logical  and  forcible.  But  if  so,  why  did  not  the  Legislature 
say  so  ?  It  has  not  said  that  everything  should  be  stated,  only 
that  certain  contracts  should  be.  And  it  has  not  said  that  all 
contracts  which  would  so  affect  the  mind  of  the  invited  sul)- 
scriber  shovild  be  stated :  only  those  entered  into  by  the  company, 
or  promoters,  directors,  and  trustees  thereof,  whether  subject  to 
adoption  or  otherwise  as  the  Lord  Justice  says.  He  then  says 
that  the  statute  extends  to  every  contract  made  by  a  promoter 
before  the  issue  of  the  prospectus,  the  knowledge  of  which  might 
have  an  effect  upon  a  reasonable  subscriber  for  shares,  whether 
such  contracts  were  made  before  the  promoter  was  a  promoter  or 
not.  But,  with  submission,  there  is  no  such  limitation  in  the 
section  as  "  contract,  the  knowledge  of  which  might  have 
an  effect  on  a  reasonable  *  subscriber."  It  is  clear  that  if  [*  475] 
the  company  had  entered  into  a  beneficial  contract  for  the 
performance  of  works  and  it  was  not  stated,  the  prospectus  would 
be  fraudulent  within  the  statute.  The  truth  is,  my  Brother  Brett 
reads  the  statute  with  no  limitation  except  one,  not  merely  not  in 
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it  (for  none  is),  but  for  which  there  is  no  justitication  in  it.  I 
wish  particularly  to  call  attention  to  what  Mkllish,  L.  J.,  said  in 
Gover's  Case,  1  Ch.  D.  182,  p.  191 :  "  I  think  that  the  section  ought 
to  be  held  to  extend  to  every  contract  made  with  a  person  who 
afterwards  becomes  a  promoter  or  director,  provided  the  company 
have  become  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  contract  or  liable  to 
perform  its  provisions  before  the  prospectus  was  issued."  That  is 
my  opinion. 

I  now  proceed  to  deal  with  some  arguments  that  have  been  used. 
It  is  said  that  it  is  material  that  contracts  should  be  made  known 
to  persons  invited  to  take  shares  in  order  to  enable  them  to  form  a 
judgment  as  to  the  policy  of  so  doing.  And  certainly  in  Twijcross 
V.  Grant,  2  C.  P.  D.  469,  it  was  left  to  the  jury,  and  they  found  that 
the  contracts  there  were  material  for  this  purpose.  But  with  all 
submission  their  materiality  is  immaterial.  The  statute  uses  no 
such  word,  and  has  no  such  intention.  Immaterial  contracts  must 
be  stated  as  much  as  those  material  if  tliey  are  within  the  section  ; 
and  their  materiality  or  immateriality  has  no  bearing  on  the 
question  of  whether  they  are.  The  statute  is  not  to  "insure  "  full 
information  as  to  all  the  material  circumstances  attending  the  for- 
mation of  the  company  antecedently  to  the  issue  of  the  prospectus. 
It  is  to  insure  something  which  may  or  may  not  be  material,  while 
other  things  very  material  need  not  be  mentioned.  I  agree  if  all 
the  circumstances  in  this  case,  including  the  contracts  in  question, 
had  been  stated,  reasonable  people  would  have  been  deterred  from  tak- 
ing shares.  So  they  would,  if  they  knew  that  the  directors  received 
their  qualification  from  a  vendor  to  the  company,  not  a  promoter ; 
for  it  would  be  seen  that  such  directors  were  risking  nothing  of 
their  own,  had  been  under  no  necessity  to  form  an  opinion  as  to 
the  success  of  a  scheme  hy  which  they  might  gain  and  could  not 
lose,  and  were  under  a  bias  favourable  to  the  vendor:  yet  this 
need  not  l>e  stated,  though  jiositively  fraudulent  and  expos- 
[*  476]  ing  the  directors  to  a  liability  to  *  the  company  for  the  value 
of  the  qualification.  It  is  asked  why,  it  being  to  the  interest 
of  the  shareholders  that  such  arrangements  should  not  be  kept 
secret,  they  are  not  within  the  section.  The  question  is,  why  are 
they  ?  And  the  answer  is,  because  they  are  not,  as  would  be  seen 
by  reading  it.  It  might  be  very  good  legislation  to  say  they  should 
be.  It  is  a  mistake  to  say  shareholders  are  affected  by  such  con- 
tracts as  the  present.     Intending  shareholders  might  be  intluenced 
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to  consider  whether  they  would  become  so,  but  the  company  is  not 
affected  thereby,  and  so  not  the  shareholders.  It  is  a  mistake  to 
say  that  such  contracts  involve  the  fortune  of  the  future  company, 
or  the  crippling  of  its  resources,  or  the  sapping  of  its  funds.  The 
mine,  and  its  plant,  are  offered  in  working  order  at  a  fixed  price. 
What  in  the  name  of  common  sense  does  it  matter  to  the  company 
when  formed  (not  to  the  intending  shareholder),  how  that  is-  to  be 
divided,  among  whom,  and  on  what  considerations  by  him  who 
receives  it  ?  If  the  bargain  is  a  good  one  for  the  company,  if  what 
they  get  is  worth  the  money  they  give  for  it,  how  are  they  crippled, 
or  sapped,  or  anything  else,  by  the  way  the  vendors  got  at  the  figures 
asked,  and  what  they  do  with  the  money  ?  Suppose  in  the  Lishni 
Tramway  Case,  2  C.  P.  D.  531,  the  sums  to  Saldanha  and  Larmanjut 
were  fair,  that  Grant  had  charged  £50  only,  that  there  had  been 
no  risu'ino;  of  the  market,  &c.,  and  that  the  same  i>rice  had  been 
paid  by  the  company  as  was  paid,  the  contractors'  profit  being 
so  much  the  more,  would  there  have  been  any  crippling  or  sapping  ? 
Would  it  have  been  possible  to  talk  of  the  adequacy  or  inadequacy 
of  the  capital  ?  "  Here  is  the  thing  for  you :  privilege,  tramway, 
locomotives,  carriages,  everything,  at  such  a  price :  take  it  or  leave 
it  alone."  If  after  paying  that  price,  they  have  not  capital  left 
enough  to  work  the  line,  it  shows  that  their  entire  capital  was  too 
small  at  the  outset.  How  is  the  company  sapped  or  crippled  by 
these  arrangements  any  more  than  they  are  by  a  contract  made  by 
the  contractors  with  a  carriage-builder  for  the  building  at  a  certain 
price  of  the  carriages  he  is  to  supply  for  the  lump  sum  ?  I  should 
be  sorry  to  have  it  supposed  that  I  was  saying  a  word  in  favour  of 
what  took  place  in  the  Lisbon  Tramway  Company.  I  retain  my 
opinion  that  the  transactions  were  "  nefarious."  But  I 
*  say  that  the  question  for  a  company  or  any  other  buyer,  [*  477] 
where  a  thing  is  offered  at  a  price,  is.  Is  it  worth  that  price  ? 
and  that  it  matters  not  how  the  vendor  has  arrived  at  that  price, 
and  that  the  vendee  is  no  more  crippled  and  sapped  when  that 
price  has  been  arrived  at  by  one  process  than  by  another.  No 
doubt  directors  might  be  liable  if  they  gave  an  improper  price,  and 
no  doubt  intending  shareholders  if  they  knew  the  process  by  which 
it  was  arrived  at  might  be  influenced  as  to  purchasing.  The  mis- 
take is  in  confounding  that  which  would  reasonably  influence  an 
intending  shareholder,  with  that  which  would  affect  the  future 
prosperity  of  the  company.     It  is  said  that  if  this  restriction  is  to 
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be  pnt  on  the  statute,  the  Legislature  might  have  put  it.  The  obvi- 
ous answer  to  which  is  that  the  Legislature  might  liave  put  any  and 
has  put  none  :  therefore,  if  this  is  right,  none  must  be  put.  But 
it  is  admitted  some  must  be.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  argument 
that  if  these  contracts  are  to  be  stated,  then  all  sub-contracts  by  a 
promoter  or  contractor  must  be,  to  say  that  the  shareholder  must, 
to  hav6  any  claim,  take  his  shares  on  the  faitli  of  the  prospectus. 
He  does  so  take  them.  He  does  not  take  them  on  the  faith  that 
there  is  no  sub-contract,  but  he  takes  on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus. 
That  is  made  fraudulent  by  the  statute,  if  it  does  not  mention  the 
contracts  the  statute  says  shall  be  mentioned  :  per  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
2  C.  P.  D.  469.  The  result  is  this.  The  shareholders  take  on  the 
faith  of  the  prospectus.  The  promoter  has  with  perfect  honesty 
omitted  a  contract,  which  according  to  the  statute  should  have  been 
inserted  in  it,  a  contract  wholly  immaterial  or  even  one  which 
might  have  induced  the  shareholder  to  take  shares,  e.  g.,  an  advan- 
tageous contract  with  a  respectable  man  for  executing  the  works, 
the  statute  makes  the  prospectus  fraudulent  and  the  shareholder 
has  a  cause  of  action.  It  is  no  answer  then  to  say  that  the  contract 
omitted  is  im-material  to  the  formation  of  an  opinion  as  to  the  pros- 
pects of  the  company.  It  is,  if  I  may  be  pardoned  the  word, 
ingeniously  suggested  by  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  that  a  limitation  or 
qualification  must  be  put  on  the  words  "  take  on  the  faith  of  the 
prospectus,"  and  that  they  must  be  read,  "take  on  the  faith  that 
there  was  no  contract  which,  if  set  out,  would  have  deterred  him 
from  taking."  That  would  improve  the  statute  and  make 
[*  478]  the  construction,  the  plaintiff  contends  for,  more  *  reason- 
able :  but  it  would  be,  not  the  statute  as  it  is,  but  the  stat- 
ute as  amended. 

On  these  considerations  I  have  formed  and  retained  the  opinion 
above  expressed.  It  remains  to  deal  with  the  i)articular  case  before 
us.  Leaving  out  the  abusive  part  of  the  statement  of  facts  in  the 
claim,  such  as  "scheme,"  "device,"  which  is  immaterial  to  the 
questicm  we  have  to  answer,  the  facts  and  contracts  set  forth  are 
as  follows :  first,  Barker  was  possessed  of  a  patent :  secondly,  he 
assigned  to  Clare  a  half  share  of  the  patent  for  £600,  which  Clare, 
however,  did  not  pay  :  thirdly,  Barker  and  Clare  agreed  with 
Millward  that  Millward  should  join  in  promoting  a  company,  and 
for  that  purpose  mortgaged  the  patent  to  Millward,  and  by  a  sub- 
sequent indenture  gave  him  license  to  u.se  the  patent.     Millward. 
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however,  was  paid  off  out  of  Barker  and  Clare's  share  of  the  pur- 
chase-money from  the  company,  and  a  release  given  ;  but,  it  is  said, 
the  indentures  of  mortgage  and  license  to  Millward  not  being  can- 
celled, remained  an  incumbrance  on  the  company,  which  is  very 
ingenious  but  unfounded :  fourthly,  Barker,  Clare,  and  Millward 
arranged  with  the  defendant  Mitcalfe  and  four  other  persons,  that 
the  company  should  he  formed  to  acquire  the  patent :  fifthly,  then 
it  was  agreed  between  Barker  and  Clare  on  the  one  hand,  and 
Mitcalfe  and  the  four  others  on  the  other,  that  Barker  and  Clare, 
as  vendors,  should  be  nominees  of  Mitcalfe,  and  the  two  of  the 
four  others,  and  that  the  consideration  paid  to  Barker  and  Clare 
should,  except  a  small  sum,  be  paid  to  the  defendants,  that  is  all 
four,  "  particularly  Mitcalfe,"  and  the  two  of  the  four  persons,  that 
is  to  say,  that  the  vendors  should  receive  only  a  small  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  the  rest  be  divided  among  promoters  and 
directors,  including  the  four  defendants :  sixthly,  another  agree- 
ment betiveen  Barker  and  Clare  on  the  one  part,  and  Mitcalfe  and 
two  of  the  four  on  the  other  part,  whereby  reciting  the  former 
agreement  they  pretended  to  make  arrangements  as  to  the  appli- 
cation and  division  of  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  by  the 
company :  seventhly,  this  last  agreement  was  a  sham,  the  real 
agreement  being  one  between  "  the  said  several  persons  "  (whoever 
they  may  be),  that  out  of  the  =£15,000  cash,  and  8200  paid-up 
shares.  Barker  and  Clare  should  receive  only  X2000  cash,  £3900 
should  be  paid  to  Mitcalfe,  £5000  to  Parry,  who  is  one  of  the  two 
of  the  four,  and  the  remainder  of  the  sum  of  .£15,000 
among  the  *  others  of  the  "  said  persons,"  whoever  they  may  [*  479] 
be  ;  whether  the  four  and  the  directors  or  not,  does  not  appear : 
eighthly,  then  the  formation  of  the  company  is  mentioned,  and  the 
agreement  of  purchase  between  Barker,  and  Clare,  and  Price,  who  is 
one  of  the  other  two  of  the  four,  as  trustee  for  the  company  for  the 
purchase  of  the  patent  to  be  taken  and  adopted  by  the  Diamond 
Company  for  £56,000,  —  £15,000  in  cash,  the  rest  in  paid-up  shares. 
The  statement  of  claim  then  sets  forth  the  registering  of  the  com- 
pany, its  objects,  and  the  issuing  by  the  defendants  of  a  prospectus, 
mentioning  none  of  these  contracts  except  the  last  between  Barker, 
Clare,  and  Price  ;  that  the  defendants  therefore  issued  a  fraudulent 
]»rospectus  vs^ithin  the  statute.  There  is  an  alternative  claim.  The 
demurrer  is  to  the  claim  founded  on  the  statute. 

Now  it  may  very  well  be  admitted  that  if  these  facts  are  true, 
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a  grcss  fraud  has  been  perpetrated,  and  had  they  been  known  there 
would  have  been  a  difficulty  in  getting  applicants  for  shan-s. 
Barker  had  the  patent,  could  make  no  profitable  use  of  it,  granted 
half  to  Clare  for  £600  who  did  not  pay,  the  two  mortgaged  to 
Millward,  and  then  a  company  was  got  up,  the  directors  of  which, 
or  some  of  them,  agreed  that  the  company  should  give  £56,000 
for  this  hitherto  unprofitable  and  unsaleable  patent,  but  bargain 
with  the  owners  that  they  the  owners  shall  only  receive  £2000 
out  of  the  £56,000,  the  residue  being  divided  among  directors  and 
promoters.  No  one  in  his  senses  would  take  a  share,  the  company 
givin<T  that  sum  under  these  circumstances.  Further,  if  it  is  true 
that  those  directors  got  part  of  the  purchase-money,  it  is  certain 
that  they  did  a  most  fraudulent  thing  and  must  refund  to  the 
com})any.  But  are  these  contracts  within  the  section  ?  Why 
should  the  contract  between  Barker  and  Clare  be  mentioned  in  the 
prospectus  ?  If  Barker  gave  the  moiety  as  a  gift,  or  sold  it  for 
any  sum  from  one  pound  to  a  million,  its  value  to  the  company  is 
the  same.  No  doubt  the  transaction  shows  what  Barker  thought 
it  was  worth  in  the  sense  of  what  it  would  fetch,  but  the  statute 
does  not  say  that  Barker's  opinion  should  be  stated  in  the 
prospectus.  It  seems  to  me  that  so  far  from  its  being  necessary 
to  state  this  contract,  the  contention  that  it  must  be  stated  show.s 
the  unreasonableness  of  the  construction  the  plaintiff  puts  on  the 
statute.     The  contract  is  fulfilled  and  spent,  yet   is   to  be  stated : 

so  of  the  mortgat^ce  to  Millward.  If  an  estate  was 
[*  480]  bought  by  a  *  company,  would  it  be  necessary  to  set  out  in 

the  prospectus  all  the  antecedent  mortgages  on  it,  though 
paid  off'?  So  of  the  other  contracts,  except  that  with  Price.  What 
does  it  matter  to  the  company  how  the  consideration  is  divided  ? 
I  am  not  now  considering  the  alleged  conduct  of  the  directors  in 
taking  part  of  the  purchase-money.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
question  before  us  that  is  immaterial.  Then  how  does  it  concern 
the  company  that  the  vendors  are  content  that  they  should  get  a 
trifle,  and  the  agents  should  get  the  largest  part  of  the  price  ? 
Let  me  not  be  mistaken.  If  the  directors  gave  £56,000  or  any 
other  sum  for  this  patent  without  inquiry  as  to  its  value  or  how 
the  sum  was  arrived  at,  they  grossly  neglected  their  duty  and 
are  responsible.  But  that  is  ncjt  the  question.  The  question  is 
whether  the  agreements  among  vendors  and  their  agents  for  tlie 
division  of  the  price,  or  plunder,  if  plunder  it  was,  are  contracts 
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within  the  section.  I  say  no.  The  company  was  neitlier  richer 
nor  poorer  on  account  of  the  way  the  spoil  was  divided  among  the 
spoilers.  It  may  have  been  a  folly  or  dishonesty  to  give  so  much 
if  the  patent  was  not  worth  it ;  or  if  it  was,  it  may  have  been  a 
folly  or  necessity  for  the  vendors  to  take  so  little  :  but  either  way, 
the  company,  I  repeat,  was  neither  richer  nor  poorer  on  account 
of  the  way  the  price  agreed  on  was  divided.  The  company 
was  not  aifected  by  it,  not  bound,  nor  to  be  bound.  Suppose  the 
company  went  on  for  ten  years  prosperously,  would  it  matter  to  it 
or  its  shareholders  where  the  price  had  gone  ?  If  not  ten  years, 
would  it  matter  if  the  company  lasted  prosperously  a  year  or  a 
week  only  ?  If  not,  would  it  matter  if  the  company  was  unpros- 
perous  from  the  beginning  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer 
should  be  allowed.  It  is  agreeable  enough  to  speaker  and  listener 
to  denounce  and  hear  denounced  delinquent  promoters  and  di- 
rectors, of  whum  unhappily  there  are  too  many.  But  care  should  be 
taken  not  to  put  a  construction  on  the  statute,  unreasonable  and 
impossible  from  its  wideness,  which  on  the  failure  of  a  perfectly 
honest  company  may  work  the  grossest  injustice  on  persons 
entirely  honest  and  faithful  to  their  duties. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

ENCxLISH   NOTES. 

The  duty  of  disclosure  by  law,  apart  from  statute,  where  persons 
selling  to  a  company  are  in  a  fiduciary  position  towards  the  company, 
as  promoters,  is  considered  under  Xo.  74  of  "  Contract"  {Erlanger  v. 
New  Sombrero,  &c.  Company,  1870,  3  App.  Cas.  1218,  48  L.  J.  Ch. 
73,  39  L.  T.  269,  27  W.  R.  'o^),  6  R.  C.  777.  The  statutory  duty,  by 
section  38  of  the  Companies  Act  1807,  expounded  in  the  principal  case, 
has  been  enacted  by  the  Eugli.sh  Legislature;  and  probably  the  ex- 
ample has  been  or  will  be  followed  by  some  Colonial  Legislatures. 
Further  legislation  in  a  similar  sense  is  contained  in  the  Dii*ectors' 
Liability  Act  1890,  which  creates  a  direct  privitj'  between  the  director 
(or  promoter)  and  the  confiding  subscriber  for  shares,  importing  ^ prima 
facie  liability  on  the  part  of  the  former  for  any  untrue  statement  in  a 
prospectus,  to  be  rebutted  only  by  proof  that  he  believed  the  statement 
on  reasonable  grounds;  or,  in  case  of  the  statement  being  expressed  to 
be  made  on  the  report  of  an  expert,  or  of  an  official,  that  the  statement 
was  fairly  borne  out  hy  the  report.  This  followed  on  the  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Derry  v.  Peek  (1889),  14  App.  Cas.  337,  58  L. 
.T.  Ch.  864,  61  L.  T.  265,  38  W.  R.  33,  which  established  the  rule  that 
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the  person  misled  by  a  prospectus  had  no  remedy  against  the  individual 
promoter  except  for  actual  fraud. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  particular  doctrine  of  the  principal  case  is  not  adjudged  here,  but  it 
is  a  general  doctrine  that  promoters  are  liable  in  damages  to  subscribers- 
Avhose  subscriptions  are  obtained  by  fraud.  Miller  v.  Barber,  66  Xew  York. 
')o8;  Paddock  v.  Fletcher,  42  Vermont,  389.  So  if  one  procures  subscriptions 
by  representing  that  the  property  belongs  to  a  third  person  and  can  be  bouglit 
for  a  certain  price,  when  in  fact  it  belongs  to  the  person  so  representing,  and 
the  price  stated  is  a  large  advance  on  what  he  paid  for  it,  one  thereby  induced 
to  subscribe  may  rescind  and  recover  back  his  payment.  Short  v.  Stevenson,  63 
Pennsylvania,  95.  The  same  principle  in  Teachout  v.  Van  Hoesen,  76  Iowa. 
113  ;  1  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated.  664. 

Judge  Thompson,  commenting  on  CraU/  v.  Phillips,  3  Ch.  Div.  722  (1  Cor- 
porations, §  4.32),  says :  "  This,  it  seems  to  the  writer,  was  a  perfectly  clear 
case  of  a  promoter  of  a  company  speculating  on  the  confidence  of  those  whom 
he  induced  to  join  in  the  proposed  venture.  Unless  the  writer  is  greatly  de- 
ceived, the  conduct  of  the  defendant  was  entirely  obnoxious  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  House  of  Loi'ds  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Erlanger  v.  Nqw  Somhrern  Phos- 
phate Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  1218,  and  the  conclusion  of  the  Judge  who  tried  the 
case  does  not  do  credit  to  his  perception  of  justice.  We  nuist  in  any  event 
regard  this  case  as  overruled  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Twycross  v.  Grant, 
2  C.  P.  Div.  469." 


No.  26.  — SCOTT  v.  DIXON. 
(Q.  B.  1859.) 

No.  27.— PEEK  V.  GUENEY. 

(H.  L  1873.) 

RULE. 

In  general  the  original  allottee  of  shares  is  alone  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  for  deceit  for  misrepresentations  con- 
tained in  the  prospectus.  A  purchaser  of  shares  from  an 
original  allottee  may,  however,  be  entitled  to  maintain 
an  action  for  misrepresentations  in  the  propectus,  if  he  can 
show  that  the  prospectus  was  intended  by  those  issuing  it 
to  be,  and  was,  communicated  to  him  prior  to  his  applica- 
tion for  shares. 
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Company.  —  Report.  —  Director.  —  Action  for  Deceit. 

Where  a  director  makes  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  in  a  report  intended 
to  be  circulated  amongst  the  public,  and  to  induce  persons  to  buy  shares  on 
the  false  credit  so  given  to  the  position  of  the  com^jany,  a  j)rivity  is  established 
between  the  director  and  the  person  purchasing  shares  on  the  faith  of  the 
report,  and  the  director  is  liable  to  such  purchaser  in  an  action  for  deceit. 

Declaration  —  That  the  defendant  was  a  director  of  a  [62  u.] 
banking  company  called  the  Liverpool  Borough  Bank,  and 
intending  to  deceive  and  injure  the  plaintiffs,  and  induce  the  plain- 
tiffs and  others  to  believe  that  the  company  was  in  a  sound  finan- 
cial condition,  and  the  shares  of  great  value,  and  a  safe  investment 
for  money,  and  to  induce  the  plaintiffs  and  others  to  become  pur- 
chasers of  shares  at  a  greater  price  than  the  real  value,  falsely, 
fraudulently,  and  deceitfully  published  and  represented  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  others  that  certain  profits  arising  out  of  the  busi- 
ness were  about  to  be  divided  among  the  proprietors,  and  that  a 
dividend  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  was  about  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  profits  ;  and  in  order  more  fully  to  deceive  the  plaintiffs  the  de- 
fendant fraudulently  framed  and  contrived  and  published  a  Eeport 
of  the  then  alleged  financial  condition  of  the  company,  so  as  to 
misrepresent  to  the'  plaintiffs  the  condition  of  the  company, 
and  to  induce  the  plaintiffs  and  others  to  believe  that  the  [63  n.] 
company  was  then  possessed  of  a  large  capital,  and  the  con- 
dition sound,  and  the  profits  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  said 
dividend  ;  and  that  the  sliares  were  a  safe  investment  for  money, 
which  Eeport  was  published  by  the  defendants  in  the  words  follow- 
ing. —  [The  declaration  then  set  out  a  Eeport  of  the  board  of  direc- 
tors of  the  bank,  of  July,  1857.]  And  then  averred  that  by  the  said 
Eeport  the  defendant  did,  in  fact,  fraudulently  misrepresent  to 
the  plaintiffs  the  then  financial  condition,  and  fraudulently  con- 
cealed the  true  condition,  of  the  company,  and  thereby  misled  the 
plaintiffs,  and  induced  them  to  believe  that  the  company  then 
possessed  a  large  capital,  &c.,  by  means  of  which  fals&  and  fraud- 
ulent representation  and  publication  the  plaintiffs,  relying  on  the 

1  The  report  is  given  as  a  note  to  the  cases  overruled  by  Peek  v.  Gurnet/,  see 
case  of  Bedford  v.  Bagshaw  (one  of  the     p.  .527,  infra). 
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same,  bought  shares  iu  the  company  and  became  liable  to  con- 
tribute to  tlie  losses  of  the  company.  The  declaration  concluded 
by  alleging  the  untruth  of  the  statements  in  the  Report,  negativ- 
ing the  facts  alleged  in  it,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  lost  their 
purchase-money,  and  had  been  obliged  to  contribute  to  the  losses 
of  the  company. 

•Pleas  —  Nut  guilty,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  induced, 
by  the  means  alleged,  to  buy  the  shares. 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes, 
1858,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  was  a  director  of  the  bank 
in  question,  and  was  present  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors,  at  which 
the  Report  set  out  in  the  declaration  was  agreed  to,  which  was 
jtublished  on  the  22nd  of  July,  1857.  The  Report  was  addressed 
to  the  shareholders,  but  copies  of  it  were  left  at  the  bank,  and 
were  to  be  had  by  share-brokers,  or  anybody  applying  for  them, 
who  was  desirous  of  information  with  regard  to  the  affairs  of  the 
bank  with  a  view  to  the  purchase  of  shares.  The  plaintiff  Scott 
obtained  a  copy  through  a  broker,  and  he  and  the  other  plaintiff 
afterwards  purchased,  on  the  3rd  of  August,  ten  shares  of  £10 
each,  in  their  joint  names,  for  £92  odd,  and  were  registered  as 
shareholders  on  the  27th  of  August. 

On  the  27th  of  the  next  October  tlie  bank  stopped  payment, 
and  a  call  of  £5  per  share  was  paid,  and  the  plaintiffs  accordingly 
made  to  pay  £50. 

It  was  contended,  on  l)ehalf  of  the  defendant,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  any  fraudulent  representation  by  the  defendant  at 
all,  or  at  any  rate,  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  learned  Judge  told  the 
jury  that  if  the  report  was  false,  and  made  with  an  intention  to 
deceive,  and  although  intended  primarily  for  the  shareholders,  yet, 
if  they  thought  it  was  meant  also  for  any  person  who  wanted  to 
make  himself  acquainted  with  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  it  would 
be  addressed  to  him  also,  that  in  such  case  they  might  find  for 
the  plaintiffs.  The  jury  retured  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
£142  odd,  the  full  amount  claimed. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1858,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground,  inter  alia,  that  there  was  no  evidence  for 
tlie  jury,  inter  alia,  of  any  representation  to  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
Report  was  true.  And  also  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
evidence. 

Cause  was  shown,  on  the  20th,  24th  and  27th  of  January,  1859, 
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by  Edward  Jame.s,  Wilde  and  Broun.  Sir  F.  Kelly,  Atherton  and 
Mellish,  in  support  uf  the  rule.  The  arguments  were  chietiy 
addre.ssed  to  the  points,  whether  the  Report  was  fraudulent,  and 
whether  the  defendant  was  sufficiently  connected  with  it,  and  had 
sufficient  knowledge  of  the  concerns  of  the  bank  to  make  him 
liable  for  deceit. 

The  following  was  all  that  was  said  by  the  Court,  in  their 
judgments,  on  the  point  as  to  the  false  representation  being  made 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sense  of  the  declaration. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  After  going  at  great  length  into  the 
evidence,  and  expressing  his  opinion  that  the  Report  amounted  to 
a  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  and  that  the  defendant  was  so 
connected  with  it  as  to  be  liable,  proceeded :  —  The  next  point 
which  we  have  to  consider  is,  was  this  representation  made  to  the 
plaintiffs  ?  Upon  that  I  cannot  entertain  the  slightest  doubt. 
Reports  of  joint-stock  companies,  though  addressed  to  the  share- 
holders, are  generally  meant  for  the  information  of  all  who  are 
likely  to  have  dealings  with  the  company,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  directors  in  the  present  case  knew  that  this  particular 
Report  would  a  few  hours  after  its  puldication  be  in  the  hands 
of  all  sharebrokers  in  Liverpool,  and  that  it  would  be  acted  on  by 
those  who  had  or  wished  to  have  dealings  with  the  bank.  But 
moreover  we  have  here  positive  evidence  that  it  was  to  be  bought 
by  any  person  who  wished  to  become  a  purchaser  of  shares,  and 
it  thus  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs  bv 
the  perusal  of  it  were  induced  to  buy  shares  in  the  bank.  I  have 
therefore  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  allegation  in  the  declaration 
that  that  representation  was  made  to  the  plaintiffs  is  most  com- 
pletely established,  and  the  damages  given  are  no  more  than  the 
damnification  which  they  have  suffered  in  consequence. 

Wif;HTMAX,  J.  It  is  said  that,  in  truth,  there  w^as  no  misrepre- 
sentation to  the  plaintiffs.  Lord  Campbell  has  sufficiently  an- 
swered that.  This  was  a  document  meant  for  general  purposes, 
for  it  was  to  be  obtained  by  any  one,  and  the  plaintiffs  themselves 
on  receiving  this  Report  from  a  sharebroker  were  induced  to  make 
the  purchase.  Lender  these  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me  that, 
although  in  what  the  defendant  did  he  may  not  have  intended, 
in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  to  commit  a  fraud,  still  there 
is  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a  false  representation,  and  that  the 
defendant;  knowing  it  to  be  false,  it  was  put  forth  by  him  for  the 
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purpose  of  creating  a  false  credit  in  favour  of  the  bank.     He  did, 
therefore,  that  wliieh  is  charged  as  fraudulent  in  the  declaration. 

Crompton,  J.  The  point  as  to  there  being  no  evidence  was 
almost,  if  not  entirely,  confined  to  the  question  whether  there  was 
a  publication  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sense  of  the  declaration. 
[64  n.]  I  think  the  evidence  is  quite  clear  as  to  that,  when  we  con- 
sider the  nature  of  the  case.  All  persons  who  wanted  it 
could  obtain  the  Report  at  the  bank,  and  the  plaintiff's  broker  thus 
obtained  it  and  handed  it  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  acted  upon  it. 
When  a  matter  of  this  kind  is  published  it  is  sure  to  be  read,  and 
the  publisher  must  know  that  it  will  be  used,  and  this  brings  the 
publisher  within  the  compass  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  subject. 
About  the  law  on  this  point  there  can  be  no  doubt.  If  a  person 
wilfully  makes  a  statement  which  he  knows  to  be  untrue,  and 
which  is  likely  to  lead  to  consequences  detrimental  to  a  person 
who  acts  upon  it,  then  the  person  making  the  statement  is  guilty 
of  fraud  in  the  sense  used  in  the  declaration,  and  the  defendant 
is  in  the  position  of  such  a  person,  if  there  is  evidence,  as  I  think 
there  is,  to  show  he  was  aware  of  the  untruth  of  the  Report. 

Hill,  J.  The  declaration  charges  that  the  defendant  made 
a  false  and  fraudulent  representation  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  tlie  faith 
of  which  they  bought  the  shares.  As  to  the  representation  hav- 
ing been  made  to  the  plaintiffs,  there  is  no  doubt  on  the  facts 
that,  although  the  Report  was  primarily  a  report  to  the  share- 
holders, yet  the  directors  (who  desired  that  the  shares  should 
maintain  a  good  price  in  the  market)  intended  it  for  the  informa- 
tion of  every  person  who  was  disposed  to  deal  in  shares,  and  any 
person  who  was  so  minded,  according  to  the  ordinary  practice  of 
the  bank,  might  obtain  that  Report  at  the  bank,  and  the  repre- 
sentation contained  in  that  Report  was  a  representation  made  to 
the  person  so  obtaining  the  Report ;  the  plaintiffs  did  so  obtain 
it ;  therefore  on  that  part  of  the  case,  I  think  there  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  the  rule. 

Ride  discharged. 
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Company.  —  Prospectus.  —  Promoter.  —  Allottee.  —  Action  for  Deceit.  —  [377] 

Purchaser  of  Shares. 

The  proper  purpose  of  a  prospectus  of  an  intended  company  is  to  invite 
persons  to  become  allottees  of  the  shares,  or  original  shareholders  in  the 
company.     AVhen  it  has  performed  this  office  it  is  exhausted. 

In  order  that  a  person  who  subsequently  buys  shares  should  be  enabled  to 
maintain  any  j^roceeding  at  law,  or  in  equity,  against  the  directors  in  respect 
of  losses  occasioned  by  his  belief  in  the  prospectus  and  his  consequent  pro- 
curement of  shares,  he  must  show  some  direct  connection  between  them  and 
himself  in  the  communication  of  the  prospectus,  and  its  influence  upon  his 
conduct  in  becoming  an  allottee.  Seymour  v.  Bagshaw,  18  C.  B.  90-3  ;  29  L.  J. 
Ex.  62  n.,  and  Bedford  v.  Bngshawe,  4  H.  &  N.  538 ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  59,  over- 
ruled. Scott  V.  Dixon,  p.  523,  supra,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  62  n.,  and  Gerhard  v.  Bates, 
2  El.  &  Bl.  476;  22  I..  J.  Q.  B.  364,  explained  and  adopted. 

The  proceeding  in  such  a  case  is  like  an  action  at  law  for  deceit  (the 
*same  principle  being  applicable  in  such  a  matter  both  at  law  and  in    [*378] 
equity),  and  is  therefore  of  a  personal  character,  and  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  director  not  being  alleged  and  proved  to  have  received  benefit  from 
the  deceit,  his   executors  cannot  be  made  liable  to  compensate  the  person 
who  asserts  that  he  has  been  injured  by  it.     {Per  Lord  Chelmsford.) 

One  of  the  projectors  of  a  company,  a  partner  of  the  old  firm  which  sold 
its  business  to  the  company,  set  up  as  a  defence  that  he  had  not  taken  part 
in  preparing  or  issuing  the  prospectus  ;  he  knew,  however,  all  that  the  other 
directors  knew,  consented  to  become  a  director  of  the  company,  signed  the 
memorandum  and  articles  of  association,  and  shares  were  appropriated  to  him : 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  this 
defence. 

Per  Lord  Cairns  :  Mere  non-disclosure  of  facts,  unless  such  non-disclosure 
had  the  effect  of  making  tlie  disclosed  facts  absolutely  false,  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  proceeding  which  was  really  in  the  nature  of  an  action 
for  misrepresentation. 

A  prospectus  for  an  intended  company  was  prepared  by  the  projectors  (the 
directors  of  the  company),  and  issued  by  them  to  the  public  :  it  contained 
misrepresentations  of  facts,  facts  known  to  those  who  issued  it ;  and  it  also 
concealed  the  existence  of  a  deed,  which  was  material  to  be  known,  and 
which,  if  known,  would,  in  all  probability,  have  prevented  the  formation  of 
the  company.  Being  addressed  to  the  whole  public,  any  one  might  take  up 
the  prospectus  and  appropriate  to  himself  its  representations,  by  applying  for 
an  allotment  of  shares  :  — 

Held,  that  when  the  allotment  was  completed,  the  office  of  the  prospectus 
was  exhausted,  and  that  a  person  who  had  not  become  an  allottee,  but  was 
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only  a  subsequent  i^urchaser  of  shares  in  the  market,  was  not  so  connected 
with  the  prospectus  as  to  render  those  who  had  issued  it  liable  to  indemnify 
him  against  the  losses  which  he  had  suffered  in  consequence  of  his  purchase. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the 
EoLLS,  by  which  the  appellant's  bill  had  been  dismissed  with 
costs,  L.  R.,  13  Eq.  79. 

The  appellant,  when  the  Overend  &  Gurney  Company  was 
ordered  to  be  wound  up,  was  the  holder  therein  of  2000  shares,  in 
respect  of  which  he  was  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  and 
his  liability  to  be  so  was  confirmed  i)y  a  decision  of  this  House,  L. 
E.,  2  H.  L.  325. 

The  following  is  a  brief  summary  of  the  facts. 

The  company  w"as  formed  in  July,  1865,  and  the  prospectus  then 
issued.  The  business  was  begun  on  the  1st  of  August,  1865.  The 
appellant  was  not  an  original  allottee,  but  purcliased  his  shares  iu 
the  market  in  the  months  of  October  and  December  of  that 
[*379]  year.  *  On  the  lOtli  of  May,  1866,  the  company  stopped 
payment.  On  the  11th  of  June  a  resolution  was  passed  to 
have  a  voluntary  winding-up,  and  on  the  22nd  of  June  the  usual 
order  for  such  winding-up,  under  supervision  of  the  Court,  was  made. 
The  appellant,  who  had  been  by  this  House,  in  July,  1867,  declared 
to  be  liable  as  a  contributory,  and  had  paid  nearly  £100,000  on  his 
shares  under  this  winding-up,  tiled  his  bill  in  March,  1868,  against 
the  then  directors,  and  against  the  executors  of  Tiiomas  Augustus 
Gibb,  wlio  had  been  a  director  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  prospectus, 
but  had  died  in  November,  1866.  The  bill  alleged  misrepresenta- 
tion of  facts  and  concealment  of  facts  on  the  part  of  the  directors 
in  the  prospectus  they  issued,  by  which  the  appellant  had  been 
induced  to  purchase  shares  and  had  been  damnified,  and  he  sought 
indemnity  from  the  estates  of  the  directors. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  held  that  if  he  had  been  an 
oricrinal  allottee,  and  had  come  in  due  time,  he  would  have  Ijeen 
entitled  to  such  indemnity,  but  that  he  was  debarred  of  his  remedy 
on  the  grounds,  first,  that  he  was  in  no  better  position  than  the 
allottee  from  whom  lie  liad  bought,  and  secondly,  that  he  had  come 
too  late  for  relief.  His  bill  w-as  therefore  dismissed  with  costs.^ 
Against  that  dismissal  this  appeal  was  brought. 

1  The  fact!?  of  the  case  and  the  argu-  ahriilged  form,  the  more  so  as  the  jud;i^- 

meiits  are  so  fiillv  stated  in  the  report  in  nient  related  princi])ally  to  tlie  riglits  of  n 

the  Court  below,  that  it  has  been  deemed  purchaser  from  an  allottee, 
only  necessary  here  to  give  them  in  a  very 
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Mr.  Kay,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Swanston,  Q.  C.  (Mr.  Jolliffe  was  with 
them),  for  the  appellant :  — 

Fraud  is  clearly  established  by  the  evidence  in  this  case ;  but 
actual  fraud  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  give  a  ground  for  relief  in 
equity.  The  statement  in  the  prospectus  were  not  only  calculated, 
but  were  intended,  to  deceive.  These  statements  were  made,  and 
meant,  to  have  efiect  on  all  who  should  read  the  prospectus,  and 
there  was  no  thought  of  limiting  the  effect  of  that  prospectus 
within  a  certain  time,  or  of  confining  it  to  a  certain  class  of  readers. 
The  object  of  those  who  framed  it  was  the  reverse.  The  allottees 
would,  of  course,  be  those  who  were  first  deceived  by  it,  but  the 
intention  to  deceive  was  not  confined  to  them  alone. 
Those  who  *  purchased  from  these  first  allottees  would  be  [*  380] 
persons  who,  like  them,  were  deceived  by  the  misrepresen- 
tations in  the  prospectus,  the  circulation  of  which,  so  far  from 
being  confined  to  the  first  allottees,  was  never  for  one  moment  sus- 
pended, but  was  pertinaciously  kept  up.  The  evidence  here 
showed  not  merely  concealment  of  what  ought  to  have  been  stated, 
but  wilful  misrepresentation  of  what  was  the  actual  state  of  facts. 

There  could  be  no  doubt  about  the  intention  of  the  parties  when 
it  was  recollected  that  there  had  been  a  very  careful  concealment 
of  one  of  the  deeds,  which  deed,  deemed  by  the  concoctors  of  the 
scheme  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to  enable  them  to  carry  the 
scheme  into  effect,  had  it  been  known  to  the  public,  would  have 
prevented  entirely  the  formation  of  the  company.  The  mischief 
done  was  like  that  occasioned  by  a  person  throwing  a  lighted 
squib  into  a  crowd,  not  one  particular  person  but  any  or  all  might 
suffer  from  it;  it  was  therefore  an  act  for  which,  wherever  it 
occasioned  mischief,  the  wrongdoer  was  by  law  held  responsible  to 
the  person  injured.  That  was  the  rule  of  law,  and  the  same  rule 
must  exist  in  equity.  And  equity  has  clearly  authority  in  such 
a  case  to  afford  relief  to  the  injured  party. 

As  to  Barclay,  he  was  as  well  informed  as  any  one  else  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  with  that  full  information,  though  he  might 
not  have  joined  in  actually  preparing  the  prospectus,  he  joined  in 
doing  all  that  was  required  for  getting  up  this  company,  and  selling 
the  insolvent  business  of  the  partnership  to  the  company  as  a  sol- 
vent business,  and  in  fraudulently  representing  it  to  be  a  flourishing 
business.  This  was  done  when  those  who  concocted  the  whole 
scheme  kuev."  it  to  be  hopelessly  insolvent. 
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A.s  to  Gibb,  this  was  not  like  a  case  of  a  mere  personal  wrong, 
an  assault  for  instance,  it  was  a  matter  relating  to  property,  and 
Gibb  having  by  his  conduct  assisted  in  occasioning  a  loss  of 
property  to  the  plaintiff,  his  estate  was  bound  to  assist  in  compen- 
.sating  him. 

There  had  been  no  wrongful  delay  in  this  case.  As  soon  as  the 
real  nature  of  the  matter  and  of  the  appellant's  liability  were 
known  the  bill  was  filed  to  seek  indemnity. 

The  cases  cited  in  argument  for  the  appellant  were  the  follow- 
ing :  New  Brunsvjick  and  Canada  Railway  Company  v. 
[*  Z^l]  Muggeridge,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  363,  381,  *  where  Vice- 
Chancellor  Kindersley  laid  down  the  rule  as  to  the  duty 
of  those  who  issued  a  prospectus  inviting  the  public  to  take  shares 
on  the  faith  of  representations  therein  made,  that  such  representa- 
tions must  be  made  "  with  strict  and  scrupulous  accuracy,"  a  rule 
which  Yice-Chancellor  Wood,  in  Henderson  v.  Lacon,  L.  K.,  5  Eq. 
•J49,  262,  described  as  "  a  golden  legacy  "  left  to  the  public,  and 
which  was  expressly  adopted  by  Lord  Chancellor  Chelmsford,  in 
the  Venezuela  Company  v.  Kisch,  L.  E,.,  2  H.  L.  99-113,  6  li  C.  759. 
The  principle  thus  stated  had  been  both  before  and  since  recognised 
in  Oakes  v.  Turquand  and  Peek  v.  Turquand,  In  re  Overend,  Gurney 
<&  Co.,  L.  R,  2  H.  L.  325,  6  E  C.  879  ;  Fasley  v.  Freeman,  3  T.  R.  51, 
1  R.  E.  634  ;  Burnes  v.  Pennell,  2  H.  L.  C.  497 ;  Evans  v.  Bicknell, 
6  Ves.  174,  5  E.  E.  245  ;  Burrowcs  v.  Lock,  10  Yes.  470,  8  E.  R.  33, 
856 ;  Slim  v.  Croucher,  1  De  G.  F.  &  ,J.  518,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  273  ;  Eaiv- 
lins  V.  Wickkam,  3  De  G.  &  J.  304,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  188  ;  Colt  v.  Wool- 
laston,  2  P.  Wms.  154;  Barry  v.  Croskey,  2  J.  &  H.  1 ;  Bamshire  v. 
Bolton,  L.  E.,  8  Eq.  294,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  594 ;  Ogilriex.  Currie,  87  L.  J. 
Ch.  541;  Clarke  v.  Dickson,  El.  Bl.  &  El.  148,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  222; 
and  again,  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  453  ;  Tapp  v.  Lee,  3  Bos.  &  P.  367  :  Foster 
V.  Charles,  6  Bing.  396  ;  and  again,  7  Bing.  105  ;  Chandelorv.  Lopus, 
Cro.  Jac.  4,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  140,  and  n. ;  Ingram  v.  Thorp,  7  Hare,  67 ; 
Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  E.,  2  Ex.  259 ;  Bedford  v. 
Bagshaiv,  4  H.  &  K  538,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  59  ;  Bagshaw  v.  Seymour,  18 
C.  B.  903,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  62,  n. ;  Duranty's  Case,  26  Beav.  268;  Ger- 
hard V.  Bates,  2  El.  &  Bl.  476  ;  Blain  v.  Agar,  1  Sim.  37,  2  Sim. 
289  ;  The  Western  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  Addie,  L.  E.,  1  H.  L.  Sc.  145  ; 
Walsham  V.  Stainton,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  678.  33  L.  J.  Ch.  68  ;  Davidson  v. 
Tulloch,  3  Macq.  Sc.  Ap.  783  ;  Scott  v.  Dixon,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  62,  n.; 
p.  523,  ante;  Levy  v.  Langridge,  4  M.  &  W.  337,  7  L.  J.  Ex.  387. 
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The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  G.  Jessel),  Mr.  Macnaghten,  and  Mr. 

C.  S.  Medd,  appeared  for  Eennie. 

*  Mr.    Roxburgh,   Q.    C,  Mr.   Lindley,   Q.  C,  and  Mr.  [*  382] 
Graham  Hastings,  for  J.  H.  Gumey,  H.  E.  Gurney,  and  R 
Birkbeck. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.  C.,  Mr.  Jackson,  Q.  C.,  and  Mr.  Sayer,  were  for  H. 
F.  Barclay. 

Mr.  Fooks,  Q.  C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Fooks,  were  for  H.  G.  Gordon. 

Sir  R.  Baggallay,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Macnaghten,  were  for  the 
executors  of  Gibb  :  —  ^ 

The  relief  sought  in  this  case  can  only  be  granted  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  and  there  was  no  fraud  here. 

Misrepresentation  is  denied.  The  statements  made  were  fair, 
and  the  belief  expressed  on  the  prospectus,  though  ultimately  dis- 
appointed, was,  at  the  time,  truly  entertained.  But  even  assuming 
th^.t  there  hnd  been  misrepresentation,  there  had  been  none  made 
to  the  appellant.  There  had  been  no  communication  between  him 
and  the  directors.  He  had  not  taken  shares  on  the  faith  of  the 
statements  made  in  the  pro.spectus,  —  he,  acting  no  doubt  upon 
general  opinion,  bought  them  in  the  open  market  a  long  time  after 
the  prospectus  had  been  issued,  and  its  direct  operation  had  come 
to  an  end.  There  was,  indeed,  nothing  to  connect  his  purchase 
with  the  prospectus,  or  with  those  who  issued  it.  Whatever,  there- 
fore, might  have  been  alleged  by  an  original  allottee  against  the 
representations  in  the  prospectus  (which,  however,  the  respondents 
insisted  to  have  been  fair  and  proper),  they  could  not  be  put  for- 
ward as  those  on  which  the  appellant  had  been  induced  to  purchase 
shares.  Under  these  circumstances  he  could  not  have  maintained 
on  this  prospectus  an  action  at  law  for  deceit;  for  he  could  not 
have  connected  himself  with  the  prospectus  or  with  those  who 
issued  it,  nor  could  he  show  that  he  had  been  deceived  by  anything 
they  had  done.  If  so,  then  it  was  quite  clear  that  he  could  not 
come  into  equity  to  ask  for  what  the  very  principles  of  the 
law  — not  its  mere  forms  of  procedure  —  wovild  not  allow  him  to 
obtain.  Xo  representation  whatever  had  been  made  by  the  direc- 
tors to  this  appellant,  who  consequently  had  no  title  whatever  to 

1  The    arguments  for  the  respondents  Mr.  Gibb,  who  insisted  that  his  estate,  in 

were,  on  the  general  question  of  the  right  their  hands,  was  not   liable.     The   argu- 

of  the  appellant  to  claim  relief,  similar  in  ment  as  to  delay  was  not  pressed, 
each  case,  except  as  to  the  executors  of 
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[*  383]   *  come  against  tliein  for  compensation.     The  bill  asked  for 
relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  no  fraud  had  been  substan- 
tiated, and  therefore  no  relief  on  any  other  ground  could  now  be 
asked. 

As  to  Gibb,  the  demand  for  relief  could  not  be  supported. 
Even  if  wrong  had  been  committed  by  the  whole  body  of  director.'^, 
of  which  he  was  only  an  individual  member,  his  estate  could  not 
1)0  made  liable.  If  there  had  been  any  fraud  then  the  commission 
of  it  was  a  personal  act  of  wrong,  for  which  he  Avho  committed  it 
would  be  lial)le  during  his  life,  but  the  liability  would  not  descend 
to  his  representatives,  who  were  wholly  innocent  of  it.  And  here, 
too,  there  was  not  a  pretence  for  saying  that,  supposing  the  wrong 
to  have  been  committed,  there  had  been  any  benefit  whatever 
accruing  to  the  estate  of  him  who  had  committed  it.  The  estate, 
therefore,  could  not  be  made  liable. 

As  to  Barclay,  he  had  not  taken  any  part  in  issuing  the  pro- 
spectus, and  therefore,  could  not  be  made  liable  for  any  losses 
that  it  might  be  alleged  to  have  produced. 

The  cases  cited  for  the  appellant  were  commented  on  and 
sought  to  be  distinguished,  and  the  following  cases  were,  in  addi- 
tion, referred  to  by  the  respondent's  counsel :  Kerr  on  Frauds, 
p.  274,  showing  that  the  caveat  emptor  principle  applied  here; 
SUpY.  Croskill,  L.  R,  10  Eq.  73,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  550  ;  The  Land  Credit 
Company  of  Ireland  v.  Lord  Fermoy,  on  appeal,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  763  ; 
Houlton's  Case,  1,  Mer.  616,  15  E.  E.  169;  Poivell  v.  Aiken,  4  K. 
&  J.  343,  352  ;  Davidson  v.  Tulloch,  3  Macq.  Sc.  Ap.  783  ;  Lans- 
dovmc  V.  Lansdowne,  1  Madd.  116,  15  E.  E.  225  ;  Moore  v.  Burke, 
4  E.  &  F.  258 ;  Cullen  v.  Tliomson,  4  Macq.  Sc.  Ap.  424  ;  Kcatcs 
V.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  591,  20  L.  J.  C.  P.  76;  Hamhly  v.  Trott, 
Cowp.  371,  2  E.  C.  1;  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Knight,  1  l\ 
Wms.  406 ;  Joint  Stock  Discount  Company  v.  Broivn,  L.  E.,  8  Eq. 
381. 
•  Mr.  Kay  replied. 

Lord  Chelmsford  :  — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  in 
a  suit  in  which  the  appellant  was  plaintiff"  and  the  respon- 
[*  384]  dents    *  were   defendants,  dismissing  the  appellant's  bill 
without  costs. 

The  bill  prayed  in  substance  that  the  respondents,  the  directors 
of  the  company  called  the  Overend  &  Gurney  Company,  and  the 
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respondents,  the  Messrs.  Gibb,  the  executors  of  a  deceased  director, 
might  be  decreed  to  make  good  to  the  appellant  or  indemnify 
him  against  the  loss  which  he  had  sustained  by  reason  of  his 
liaving  become  the  purchaser  of  2000  shares  in  the  company,  and 
having  been,  as  he  alleged,  deceived  and  misled  by  a  prospectus 
put  forth  by  the  respondents  and  the  deceased  director,  containing 
sm-eral  misrepresentations  and  suppressions  of  material  and  impor- 
tant facts,  with  a  view^  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  public,  and  the 
appellant  as  one  of  the  public. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  dismissed  the  appellant's  bill, 
solely  on  the  ground  of  his  delay  in  instituting  proceedings  ;  but 
he  dismissed  it  without  costs,  because  in  his  opinion  "  the  directors 
were  guilty  of  gross  misconduct  in  concealing  the  insolvency  of 
tlie  old  firm"    (L.  R.,  13  Eq.  121)  of  Overend  &  Gurney. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  appeal,  the  respondents  very 
properly  declined  to  insist  upon  the  point  of  delay  as  an  answer 
to  the  appellant's  suit.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  proceeded 
upon  the  principle,  established  by  many  decided  cases,  that  an 
allottee,  or  purchaser  of  shares  in  a  company,  who  seeks  to  divest 
himself  of  his  shares  upon  the  ground  of  having  been  induced  to 
purchase  them  by  misrepresentation,  cannot  be  relieved  if  he  has 
continued  to  hold  the  shares  without  objection  after  knowledge, 
or  with  the  full  means  of  knowledge,  of  the  falsehood  by  which 
he  has  been  drawn  in  to  acquire  them.  These  cases  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  of  acquiescence,  and  on  the  application  of  a 
more  general  principle  that  an  agreement  induced  by  fraud  is  not 
absolutely  void,  but  that  it  is  entirely  in  the  option  of  the  person 
defrauded  whether  he  will  be  bound  by  it  or  not.  The  suit  in  the 
present  case  is  not  for  the  rescission  of  the  contract,  but  is  founded 
upon  the  loss  the  appellant  has  sustained,  and  may  sustain,  in 
coHsequence  of  his  being  bound  by  the  contract  he  has  entered 
into.  It  is  a  proceeding  similar  to  an  action  at  law  for  deceit ; 
and  the  only  amount  of  delay  which  could  be  a  bar  to 
relief  is  fixed  by  the  Statute  of  *  Limitations,  by  analogy  to  [*  385] 
which  equity  generally  proceeds  in  questions  of  laches. 

The  questions  to  be  determined  upon  this  appeal  are. 

Fir  t,  whether  the  respondents  ought  to  be  decreed  to  in- 
demnify the  appellant  for  the  loss  he  has  sustained  upon  the 
shares  he  was  induced  to  purchase  by  reason  of  their  misrepre- 
stiitation  or  concealment  of  facts  material  to  be  known  ?     Secondlv. 
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supposing  the  directors  to  be  liable,  whether  the  remedy  of  the 
appellant  extends  to  the  executors  of  the  deceased  director, 
Mr.  Gibb  ?  Thirdly,  whether,  as  the  appellant  was  not  an  original 
allottee,  but  a  purchaser  of  shares  in  the  market,  any  injury  he 
has  sustained  by  becoming  a  holder  of  the  shares  is  not  too 
remote  to  entitle  him  to  relief  agahist  the  respondents? 

In  dealing  with  the  first  question,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
enter  into  a  minute  detail  of  the  affairs  of  the  firm  of  Overend  & 
Gumey,  who  had  for  many  years  carried  on  a  most  extensive  busi- 
ness as  bill  brokers  and  money  dealers,  with  the  highest  credit  and 
reputation  in  the  commercial  world. 

With  the  exception  of  the  panic  year,  1857;  their  business  had, 
prior  to  the  year  1860,  l)een  carried  on  profitably;  but  from  1861 
to  1865  no  profits  were  divided.  This  is  attributed  to  a  departure 
from  the  legitimate  business  (as  it  is  called)  of  the  firm,  by  mak- 
ing advances  to  various  persons  upon  securities  of  a  speculative 
and  uncertain  character,  these  doubtful  advances  amounting  to 
upwards  of  <£4,000,00U  sterling.  But  even  upon  bills  discounted 
in  the  regular  course  of  the  lecritimate  business  of  the  firm  duriiiir 
the  above  four  years,  there  had  l)een  losses  averaged  at  £32,532 
per  annum,  but  which  is  said  to  have  included  one  year  (1864)  of 
very  unusual  pressure.  This  state  of  things  occasioned  great 
anxiety,  and  led  to  a  careful  investigation  of  the  affairs  of  the  firm ; 
when  it  appeared  from  the  Ijooks  that  there  were  outstanding 
debit  balances  to  the  above  amount  of  £4,000.000,  and  upwards  : 
but  it  was  estimated  that  of  this  sum  £1,082,000  would  l)e  real- 
ized; leaving  a  sum  of  upwards  of  £3,000,000  to  be  pi'ovided  for. 
No  doubt  the  firm  was  in  a  hazardous  condition.  Possibly,  by 
care  and  circumspection  in  the  future  management  of  the  business, 
the  affairs  might  have  been  brought  round.  But  the  partners,  as  it 
is  said,  "  after  mature  deliberation,  considered  it  desirajile 
[*  386]  that  the  *  Inisiness  should  be  strengthened  by  the  intro- 
duction of  fresh  capital,  and  in  the  result  it  was  determined 
that  such  object  should  be  accomplished  by  the  formation  of 
a  joint  stock  company." 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  if  the  condition  of  the  firm  of  Overend 
&  Gumey  had  been  disclosed  the  result  must  have  been  their  stop- 
page, and  no  hope  could  liave  been  entertained  of  establishing  a 
j  lint  stock  com])any  upon  the  basis  of  a  concern  in  such  a  state. 
The  foundati<m  of  the  projected  company  was  therefore  necessarily 
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laid  in  concealment;  and  to  render  the  scheme  attractive  to  the 
public  the  promoters  were  not  only  compelled  to  hide  the  truth, 
but  to  give  such  a  colour  to  the  statements  put  forth  in  the  pro- 
spectus as  to  render  them  (though  perhaps  literally  true),  yet,  in 
the  sense  in  which  they  must  have  known  the  statements  would 
be  understood  by  the  public,  really  false. 

The  arrangement  for  the  establishment  of  the  company  was 
carried  out  by  two  deeds,  both  dated  and  executed  on  the  27th  of 
July,  1865,  though  only  one  of  them  was  referred  to  in  the  pro- 
spectus issued  on  the  12th  of  July  as  "  the  deed  of  covenant " 
which  might  he  inspected  at  the  offices  of  the  solicitors  of  the 
company. 

By  this  deed  the  firm  of  Overend  &  Gurney  agreed  to  sell,  and 
the  limited  company  agreed  to  purchase,  the  business  of  bill  brokers 
and  money  dealers,  for  the  sum  of  £500,000 ;  the  sum  of  £250,000, 
one  moiety,  to  be  paid  or  treated  as  paid,  by  being  brought  into 
account  as  being  paid,  in  cash  on  the  day  of  completion,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  be  paid,  or  treated  as  paid,  by  the  limited  company 
issuing  to  the  firm  of  Overend  &  Gurney  16,666  shares  of  £50 
each,  on  which  X15  per  share  were  to  be  treated  as  paid  up,  and 
allowed  on  account  between  the  vendors  and  purchasers.  And  it 
was  agreed  that  the  limited  company  should  be  entitled  to  have 
the  price  or  sum  of  <£500,000  applied  and  made  available  by  way 
of  material  guaranty  in  aid  of  and  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring  the 
performance  of  the  covenants  of  the  vendors. 

The  other  deed,  called  the  deed  of  arrangement,  was  never  made 
known  to  the  public,  but  was  alleged  in  argument  by  the  appel- 
lant's counsel  to  have  been  studiously  concealed.  By  this  deed  it 
was  arranged  that  during  a  period,  called  the  "  suspense  period," 
from  the  31st  of  July,  1865,  to  the  31st  of  December, 
1868,  a  *  su.spense  and  guaranty  account  should  be  opened  [*  387] 
and  debited  with  the  balance  of  the  excepted  accounts 
(meaning  the  outstanding  accounts,  debts,  liabilities,  transactions, 
matters,  affairs,  and  things  connected  with  the  business  of  the  old 
firm,  which  the  directors  of  the  limited  company  should  deem  it 
desirable  or  expedient  to  be  wound  up,  settled,  or  arranged  by  the 
old  firm  itself. 

This  suspense  and  guaranty  account  was  to  be  credited  with 
£250,000,  the  moiety  of  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  the  transfer  to  the 
limited  company  of  the  business  of  the  old  firm,  and  also  with  tlie 
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dividends  payable  in  respect  of  the  16,666   shares,  and  with  all 
sums  of  money  received  upon  the  sale  of  any  of  these  shares. 

By  this  deed  the  comi)lete  liquidation  of  the  excepted  accounts, 
which  were  to  be  wound  up  by  the  old  firm,  was  limited  to  a 
period  of  three  and  a  half  years. 

In  these  circumstances,  where  so  much  was  to  be  concealed  and 
so  much  varnished  over  to  tempt  the  public  to  join  the  proposed 
company,  the  prospectus  was  prepared.  It  was  drawn  up  by  John 
Henry  Gurney,  and  discussed  and  considered  by  all  the  persons 
who  were  afterwards  directors,  except  Mr.  Barclay. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  in  detail  the  alterations  which  were 
made  in  the  original  draft;  but  one  of  them  appears  to  me  to 
deserve  some  attention.  In  the  proposed  prospectus  there  was  a 
statement  that  the  existing  liabilities  of  the  old  firm  which  might 
be  taken  over  by  the  company  would  be  "  most  amply  and  satis- 
factorily guaranteed."  It  was  suggested  that  these  latter  words 
should  be  omitted,  and  their  place  supplied  by  the  words  "  under 
the  guaranty  of  the  vendors."  And  the  prospectus  accordingly 
runs  thus  :  "  The  vendors  guaranteeing  the  company  against  any 
loss  on  the  assets  and  liabilities  transferred."  This  seems  to  be  an 
indication  of  the  opinion  of  the  intended  directors,  who  knew  all 
the-  facts,  and  who,  I  assume,  were  desirous  of  making  the  state- 
ments in  the  prospectus  as  comformable  to  the  truth  as  possible, 
that  they  could  not  truly  represent  the  guaranty  of  the  old  firm 
to  be  an  ample  and  satisfactory  one.  It  is,  liowever,  sufficient  to 
remark  that  the  prospectus  was  not  framed,  in  the  terms  in  which 
it  was  issued,  carelessly  or  inconsiderately,  but  designedly  and 
after  deliberation. 

It  does  not  appear  that   the    old   firm   had  at   this    time 
[*  388]  lost  any  of  *  its  estimation  with  the  public,  and  the  well- 
known  name  in  capitals  at  the  liead  of  the  prospectus  was 
likelv  to  possess  no  inconsiderable  attraction. 

The  prospectus  is  ushered  in  with  the  following  statement: 
"  The  company  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  an 
arrangement  which  has  been  made  for  the  purchase  from  Messrs. 
Overend,  Gurney,  &  Co.  of  their  long-established  business  as  bill- 
birikers  and  money  dealers,  and  of  the  premises  in  which  the 
liusiness  is  conducted,  the  consideration  for  the  goodwill  being 
£500,000,  one  half  being  paid  in  cash,  and  the  remainder  in  shares 
of  the  company,  with  £15  per  share  credited  thereon,  terms  which. 
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in  the  opinion  of  the  directors,  cannot  fail  to  ensure  a  highly  remu- 
nerative return  to  the  shareholders."  This  is  followed  by  the 
statement  already  adverted  to  of  "  the  vendors  guaranteeing  the 
company  against  any  loss  on  the  assets  and  liabilities  transferred." 

Now,  what  would  be  understood  by  any  person  reading  these 
representations  ?  Unquestionably  that  the  old  firm  was  a  suffi- 
ciently flourishing  concern  for  the  goodwill  of  the  business  to  be 
worth  half  a  million,  and  that  the  proposed  company,  being  guaran- 
teed against  any  loss  on  the  assets  and  liabilities  transferred,  the 
terms  agreed  upon  for  the  transfer  of  the  business  could  not  fail  to 
ensure  a  highly  remunerative  return  to  the  purchasers.  At  this 
time  the  old  firm  was  insolvent  to  the  extent  of  £3,000,000,  and 
the  goodwill  of  the  business  was  really  not  worth  one  farthing. 

It  is  said  that  every  statement  in  the  prospectus  is,  literally, 
true ;  that  the  sum  of  £500,000  was  actually  the  sum  agreed  to  be 
paid  as  the  consideration  of  the  transfer  of  the  business  of  the  old 
firm ;  and  that  the  company  liad  really  the  guaranty  of  the 
vendors  against  any  loss  on  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  firm. 
I  am  compelled,  however,  to  question  even  the  literal  truth  of  the 
representation  that  the  consideration  for  the  goodwill  was  £500,000, 
one  half  being  paid  in  cash,  and  the  remainder  in  shares  of  the 
company.  This  imports,  of  course,  that  payment  of  the  £250,000 
was  to  be  really  made  to  the  partners  in  the  old  firm,  and  the 
shares  to  be  delivered  to  them  for  their  own  benefit.  But  so  far 
was  this  from  being  the  case,  that  under  the  deed  of  arrangement 
(the  deed  not  referred  to  in  the  prospectus),  instead  of  the 
£250,000  being  paid  to  the  partners,  it  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  *  limited  company,  and  the  suspense  and  guaranty  [*  389] 
account  was  to  be  credited  with  that  amount  in  discharge 
of  so  much  of  the  liabilities  of  the  old  firm ;  and  with  regard  to  the 
shares  (the  other  moiety  of  the  consideration),  all  benefit  derived 
from  them  by  the  partners  in  the  old  firm  was  to  be  carried  to  the 
credit  of  the  same  account.  Upon  these  facts  was  it  true,  even  in 
a  literal  sense,  that  the  consideration  for  the  business  was  to  l)e 
paid  to  the  old  firm  of  Overend  &  Gurney,  one  half  in  cash  and  the 
remainder  in  shares  ?  If  not,  then  undoubtedly  there  was  a  misre- 
presentation, for  which  the  respondents  would  be  liable. 

But  the  case  must  be  examined  with  reference  to  the  charge 
which  is  made  against  the  respondents  of  having  concealed  ma- 
terial facts,  by  which   the  appellant  alleges  that  he  was  deceived 
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aud  drawn  iu  to  the  purchase  of  his  shares  in  the  company.  It 
was  argued  on  his  behalf  that  the  concealment  of  material  facts 
wliich  a  person  is  bound  to  communicate  may  be  the  ground  of  an 
action  for  deceit  and  of  a  suit  for  relief  in  equity.  The  conceal- 
ment in  the  present  case  was  of  the  all-important  fact  of  the  true 
state  of  the  afiairs  of  the  old  firm,  which,  if  they  had  been  dis- 
closed, the  wildest  speculator  would  have  turned  away  from  a  pro- 
posal to  build  a  company  on  such  a  foundation.  That  there  was  a 
moral  obligation  upon  the  respondents  not  to  put  forward  a  scheme 
which  depended  for  its  success  upon  keeping  the  public  in  ignor- 
ance of  what  ought  in  fairness  to  liave  been  made  known  to  them, 
no  one  can  doulit.  It  is  said  that  the  directors  entertained  a  honcl 
fide  belief  that  the  company  would  be  a  prosperous  and  profitable 
undertaking,  and  they  evinced  the  sincerity  of  their  belief  by  all 
of  them  becoming  holders  of  shares  to  a  considerable  amount ; 
but  they  knew  that  the  company  could  not  possibly  be  upheld 
without  the  introduction  of  fresh  capital,  and  that  this  fresh  capi- 
tal could  only  be  obtained  by  concealing  the  real  condition  of  the 
old  firm  ;  and  however  they  might  be  convinced  that,  with  addi- 
tional capital  and  a  careful  and  prudent  management,  the  affairs  of 
Overend  &  Gurney  might  be  brought  round,  and  afterwards  a 
]>rofitable  business  be  carried  on,  yet  as  this  was  an  experiment 
which  was  to  be  made  with  the  money  of  other  persons  as  well 
as  their  own,  they  were  bound  to  give  all  those  other  persons  such 

information  as  they  themselves  possessed,  to  enable  a  com- 
[*  390]  petent  *  judgment  to  be  formed  as  to  the  prudence  of  joining 

the  proposed  company. 
The  question,  however,  is  not  as  to  the  moral  obligation  of  the 
respondents,  but  whether  their  intentional  concealment,  from  what- 
ever motive,  of  a  fact  so  material  that  if  it  had  been  made  known 
no  company  could  have  been  formed,  renders  them  liable  to  an 
action  for  damages,  or  to  the  analogous  proceeding  in  equity,  by 
the  appellant,  who  was  led  by  it  to  purchase  shares  in  the  com- 
pany, by  which  he  has  been  subjected  to  a  most  serious  loss. 

This  case  is  entirely  diiicrent  from  suits  instituted  either  to  be 
relieved  from,  or  for  the  enforcement  of,  contracts  induced  by  the 
fr;iudulent  concealment  of  facts  which  ought  to  have  ])een  dis- 
closed; nor  does  it  resemble  such  cases  as  Burrowcs  v.  Loch,  10  Ves. 
470,  8  R  Pt.  33,  856;  and  Slim  v.  Crouchcr,  1  De  G.  F.  &  J.  518; 
where   a   person     making   an    untrue   representation    to   another, 
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about  to  deal  in  a  matter  of  interest  upon  the  faith  of  that 
representation,  has  been  compelled  to  make  good  his  representa- 
tion, whether  he  knew  it  to  be  false,  or  made  it  through  forgetful- 
ness  of  the  fact.  It  is  a  suit  instituted  to  recover  damages  from 
the  respondents  for  the  injury  the  appellant  has  sustained  by 
having  been  deceived  and  misled,  by  their  misrepresentations 
and  suppression  of  facts,  to  become  a  shareholder  in  the  proposed 
company,  of  which  they  were  the  promoters.  It  is  precisely  ana- 
logous to  the  common-law  action  for  deceit.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  equity  exercises  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
this  description,  and  the  same  principles  applicable  to  them  must 
prevail  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  an  action  at  law  has  been 
maintained  against  a  person  for  an  alleged  deceit,  charging  merely 
his  concealment  of  a  material  fact  wliich  he  was  morally  but  not 
Legally  bound  to  disclose.  The  case  of  Keatcs  v.  Earl  Cadogan,  10 
C.  B.  591,  may  be  mentioned  as  an  authority  to  the  contrary. 
There  it  was  held  upon  demurrer  that  an  action  for  deceit  would 
not  lie  against  the  owner  of  a  house,  wlio  knew  it  to  be  in  a  ruin- 
ous and  unsafe  condition,  for  not  disclosing  the  fact  to  a  proposed 
tenant,  wlio  wanted  the  house  for  immediate  occupation.  In  the 
course  of  the  argument  a  case  of  Hill  v.  Grai/,  1  Stark. 
434,  18  R.  R.  802,  was  cited,  where  the  agent  for  *  the  [*  391] 
sale  of  a  picture,  knowing  that  the  vendee  laboured  under 
a  delusion  (as  it  is  called)  that  the  picture  was  the  property  of  Sir 
Felix  Agar,  did  not  remove  it,  and  Mr.  Gray,  under  this  mis- 
apprehension, purchased  the  picture.  Lord  Ellenborougpi,  upon 
proof  of  these  facts,  said  :  "  The  case  has  arrived  at  its  termina- 
tion, since  it  appears  that  the  purchaser  laboured  under  a  decep- 
tion, in  which  the  agent  permitted  him  to  remain,  on  a  point  which 
he  thought  material  to  influence  his  judgment."  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  Hill  V.  Gray  was  not  an  action  for  deceit,  but  was 
lirought  by  the  owner  of  the  picture  against  the  purchaser  upon 
the  contract ;  and  Chief  Justice  Jervis,  in  his  judgment  in  KeaUs 
V.  Earl  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  591,  600,  took  some  pains  to  show  that 
there  was  something  more  in  the  case  than  mere  concealment,  and 
w^hat  amounted  (as  he  called  it)  to  aggressive  deceit  on  the  part  of 
the  agent  of  the  seller.  After  quoting  the  following  words  of  Lord 
Ellenborough  :  "  The  agent  ought  not  to  have  let  in  a  suspicion  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  which  he  knew  enhanced  the  price;  he 
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saw  that  the  defendant  had  fallen  into  a  delusion  in  supposing  the 
picture  to  be  Sir  Felix  Agar's,  and  yet  he  did  not  remove  it."  Hi' 
added,  "  That  shows  something  like  an  act  done."  It  may  hv 
questionable  whetlier  this  effect  could  properly  be  given  to  the 
silence  of  the  agent,  but  the  attempted  explanation  shows  the 
anxiety  of  Chief  Justice  Jervis  to  reconcile  Hill  v.  Ora)/  with 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  the  case  before  it, —  that  the  mere 
nondisclosure,  by  the  owner  of  the  house,  of  its  ruinous  state  was 
no  ground  for  an  action  for  deceit. 

Assuming  that  mere  concealment  will  not  be  siifficient  to  give  a 
right  of  action  to  a  person  who,  if  the  real  facts  had  been  known 
to  him,  would  never  have  entered  into  a  contract,  but  that  there 
must  be  something  actively  done  to  deceive  him  and  draw  him  in 
to  deal  with  the  person  withholding  the  truth  from  him,  it  appears 
to  me  that  this  additional  element  exists  in  the  present  case.  The 
concealment  of  the  insolvent  state  of  the  old  firm  of  Overend  & 
Gurncji  was  absolutely  essential  towards  the  formation  of  the 
limited  company,  and  the  respondents  not  merely  were  silent  as 
to  this  important  fact,  but  actively  represented  that  the  firm  was 
in  such  a  flourishing  condition   that  the  goodwill  of  the  business 

was  worth  half  a  million.  It  is  said  that  the  prospectus 
[*  392]   is  true  as  *  far  as  it  goes,  but  half  a  truth  will  sometimes 

amount  to  a  real  falsehood  ;  and  I  go  farther  and  say,  that 
to  my  mind  it  contains  a  positive  misrepresentation.  The  lan- 
guage of  tbe  prospectus  must  be  read  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
respondents  must  have  known  it  would  be  understood.  In  that 
sense  it  is  not  true  (as  already  observed)  that  the  sum  of  X  500,000, 
the  consideration  for  the  business,  was  paid  to  the  old  firm  in  cash 
and  in  shares  ;  for  the  whole  of  it  was  to  be  applied  in  liquidation 
of  the  enormous  debt  of  that  firm,  the  existence  of  which  was 
designedly  kept  from  the  public,  to  whom  the  prosjoectus  was 
addressed.  I  cannot  doubt  that  there  was,  beyond  the  passive 
<;nncealment  of  the  state  of  the  affairs  of  the  old  firm,  an  active 
misrepresentation  of  the  truth  by  the  respondents,  for  which 
they  were  answerable  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  consider  the  separate'  case  of  Mr. 
Henry  Ford  Barclay,  which  was  disposed  of  by  the  observations 
made  in  the  course  of  the  argument  on  his  behalf.  It  was  con- 
tended that  he  was  not  liable  for  any  misrepresentations  in  the 
prospectus,  as  he  never  took  any  part  in  preparing  or  issuing  it,  or 
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gave  any  express  authority  to  prepare  or  issue  it,  and  never  saw 
the  prospectus  till  after  it  wns  issued  and  sent  to  him,  or  read  it 
till  after  the  stoppage  of  the  company. 

But  the  short  answer  to  his  defence  is,  that  he  was  acquainted 
witli  all  that  the  other  directors  knew ;  he  consented  to  become  a 
director  knowing  that  a  prospectus  would,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
he  issued ;  he  signed  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  association 
referred  to  in  the  prospectus  ;  and  upon  receipt  of  the  prospectus 
he  filled  up  and  signed  the  form  of  application  for  shares,  printed 
with  and  forming  part  of  the  prospectus.  Can  he,  upon  these 
facts,  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did  not  authorize  the  prospectus  or 
sanction  its  publication  ? 

The  second  question  is,  whether  if  the  appellant  is  entitled  to 
maintain  his  suit  against  the  respondents,  his  remedy  extends  to 
the  executors  of  the  deceased  director,  Mr.  Gibb  ?  On  their 
behalf  it  is  contended  that  this  is  a  proceeding  to  recover  damages 
for  a  wrong  done,  and  that  the  maxim  actio  ijersonalis  moritur 
cum  persona  applies. 

There  can  be  no  doul)t  that  if  an  action  at  law  had  been 
brought  *  by  the  appellant  instead  of  this  proceeding  in    [*  39-3] 
e<[uity,  the   executors  could   not   have  been   made   liable; 
and  in  the  exercise  of  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  by  Courts  of  law 
and  equity,  both  Courts  (as  already  intimated)  ought  to  proceed 
upon  the  same  principles. 

Now  this  is  not  like  the  cases  referred  to  in  argument  of  the  Bishop 
of  Winchester  v.  Knight,  and  the  Marquis  of  Lansdotvne  v.  Mnr- 
chioness  of  Larisdoiviic,  where  the  wrong  complained  of  benefited  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  on  that  account  the  executors  were  made 
liable.  The  same  liability  arises  and  on  the  same  ground  in  Courts 
of  law.  As  Lord  Mansfield  said  in  HamUy  v.  Trott,  Cowp.  376, 
2  E.  C.  6  :  "  Where  property  is  acquired  which  benefits  the  testa- 
tor, there  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  property  shall  survive 
against  the  executor.  As,  for  instance,  the  executor  shall  not  be 
c]iargeal)le  for  the  injury  done  by, his  testator  in  cutting  down 
another  man's  trees,  but  for  the  benefit  arising  to  his  testator  for 
the  value  or  sale  of  the  trees,  he  shall." 

Mr.  Gibb's  estate  derived  no  benefit  from  the  misrepresentation 
to  which  he  was  the  party,  and  therefore  his  executors,  who  can 
only  be  answerable  for  his  acts  in  respect  of  his  estate,  cannot  be 
made  liable  for  the  wrong  done  to  the  appellant. 
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The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  was  asked  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  whether  there  was  any  case  in  which  equity  had 
made  personal  representatives  liable  for  damages,  for  a  personal 
wrong,  which  might  have  been  obtained  against  their  testator. 
To  which  no  satisfactory  answer  was  given. 

The  cases  mentioned  in  argument,  where  executors  were  made 
answerable  for  the  acts  of  their  testator  out  of  his  estate,  were, 
none  of  them,  simply  questions  of  damages.  Ingram  v.  Thorp, 
was  a  case  like  Burrowes  v.  Loche,  and  Slim  v.  Crouclier,  where  the 
testator  was  a  party  to  an  agreement  charging  certain  property  to 
the  extent  of  £1500  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  had  rep- 
resented that  the  property  was  an  ample  security  in  value, 
whereas  the  property  was  heavily  incumbered  and  insufficient; 
and  Vice-Chancellor  Wigraini  held  that  the  plaintiff 
[*  394]  *  was  entitled  to  say  to  the  owner  of  the  property  :  "  If  I 
pay  £1500  upon  a  representation  falsely  made  by  you, 
that  the  estate  you  gave  as  a  security  fur  it  is  woith  £2500  more 
than  it  was  in  truth  worth,  you  shall  make  good  your  representa- 
tion out  of  the  property,  so  far  as  it  will  extend,  and  if  it  shall  be 
insufficient,  then  out  of  your  other  assets."  So  that  the  executor 
may  be  said  to  have  taken  the  estate  with  the  liability  to  make 
good  his  testator's  representation  out  of  it. 

Walsham  v.  Stainton,  1  De  G.  J.  &  S.  678,  was  a  case  which 
proceeded  upon  a  different  principle.  There  Joseph  Stainton  and 
Henry  Stainton,  who  were  the  confidential  agents  of  a  partnership, 
combined  together  to  obtain  for  themselves  the  shares  of  the 
partners  in  the  concern  at  an  under  value  by  keeping  the  accounts 
of  the  partnership  fraudulently,  so  as  to  conceal  from  the  itartners 
the  true  value  of  the  shares.  Joseph  was  a  party  to  the  fraud, 
but  the  whole  benefit  of  it  accrued  to  Henry.  The  suit  was  insti- 
tuted against  the  personal  representatives  of  both  Joseph  and  Henry. 
The  executor  of  Joseph  demurred  to  the  bill  for  want  of  equity, 
but  the  Lords  Justices  held  that  both  Joseph  and  Henry  stood  in 
a  fiduciary  position  to  the  partnership,  and  that  both  having  con- 
curred in  a  breacli  of  duty,  although  only  one  of  them  derived 
benefit  from  the  fraud,  the  other  w\as  liable  in  equity  for  the  bene- 
fit so  derived,  and  that  consequently  tlie  liability  attached  to  his 
personal  representative  as  if  his  own  estate  had  been  benefited, 
see  Ivrperial  Mercantile  Credit  Association  v.  Coleman  &  Knight, 
L.  R,  6  IT.  L.  1S9. 
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The  case  of  Bawlins  v.  Wickham,  3  De  G.  &  J.  304,  was  not  a 
suit  to  obtain  damages  from  executors,  but  was  brought  against 
them  to  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  a 
contract  of  partnership  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and 
James  Wickham,  the  testator,  and  to  obtain  a  decree  for  the 
defendants  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  the  liabilities  of  the 
firm.  An  action  at  law  had  been  brought  against  Wickham  and 
Bailey,  on  the  ground  of  the  fraudulent  misrepresentation.  Wick- 
ham died  before  the  declaration  was  delivered.  The  action  pro- 
ceeded against  Bailey  alone,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
verdict.  The  damages  were  referred  *  to  arbitration,  and  [*  395] 
the  arbitrator  awarded  a  sum  of  <£  11,800,  but  owing  to 
Bailey's  circumstances  only  a  sum  of  £300  was  obtained.  It  may 
be  doubted  whether,  looking  to  the  na'ture  of  the  suit,  the  rule 
of  actio  jpersonalis,  &c.,  applied.  At  all  events  the  question  was 
never  raised,  and  the  Lords  Justices  held  that  the  action  brought 
against  Bailey,  which  was  urged  as  an  objection  to  the  suit,  did  not 
free  the  estate  of  the  deceased  from  its  liability  in  equity,  where 
alone  the  estate  could  be  reached,  but  that  whatever  might  be 
obtained  under  the  judgment  in  the  action  against  Bailey  should 
go  in  relief  of  Wickham's  estate. 

No  case  has  been  produced,  and  I  assume  that  none  can  be 
found,  in  which,  upon  a  claim  against  a  testator  ex  delicto,  execu- 
tors have  been  held  liable  in  equity  to  answer  for  it  in  damages. 
And  it  appears  to  me  that  it  would  be  contrary  to  principle  to  hold 
that  an  action  which  in  a  Court  of  law  would  be  held  to  die  with 
a  testator,  should  be  maintainable  against  executors  in  a  Court  of 
equity  of  concurrent  jurisdiction.  In  my  opinion  whatever  might 
be  the  case  as  to  the  other  respondents,  the  executors  of  Mr.  Gibb 
could  not  have  been  made  liable  in  the  present  suit. 

The  last  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  appellant, 
who  alleges  that  he  purchased  his  shares  upon  the  faith  of  the 
prospectus,  has  a  remedy  against  the  respondents  for  the  misrep- 
resentations which  it  contains.  The  appellant  contends  that  the 
prospectus  being  addressed  to  the  public  for  the  purpose  of  indu- 
cing them  to  join  the  proposed  company,  any  one  of  the  public  who 
is  led  by  it  to  take  shares,  whether  originally  as  an  allottee,  or  by 
purchase  of  allotted  shares  upon  the  market,  is  entitled  to  relief 
against  the  persons  who  issued  the  prospectus.  The  respondents 
on  tlie  other  hand  insist  that  the  prospectus,  not  being  an  invita- 
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tiou  to  the  public  ultimately  to  become  holders  of  shares,  but  to  join 
the  company  at  once  by  obtaining  allotments  of  shares,  those  only 
who  were  drawn  in  by  the  misrepresentations  in  the  prospectus 
to  become  allottees,  can  have  a  remedy  against  the  respondents. 

Tliere  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  prospectus  was  issued  with  the 
object  alleged  by  the  respondents.  It  is  addressed  from  the 
temporary  of&ces  of  the  company  for  allotment  and  registration  of 
shares.  It  states  how  much  is  to  be  paid  upon  application 
[*  396]  for  *  shares,  and  how  much  upon  allotment,  and  how  and 
where  the  application  for  shares  is  to  be  made ;  and  it 
gives  the  form  of  payment  to  the  bankers  and  of  the  receipt  to  be 
given  by  them  to  the  applicant  for  shares  to  be  allotted. 

But  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant,  not  denying  the 
original  purpose  of  the  prospectus,  contended,  upon  the  authority 
of  decided  cases,  that  the  prospectus,  having  reached  the  hands  of 
the  appellant,  and  he,  relying  upon  the  truth  of  the  statement  it 
contained,  having  l.)een  induced  to  purchase  shares,  the  respondents 
were  liable  as  for  a  misrepresentation  made  to  him  personally.  I 
must,  therefore,  examine  shortly  the  authorities  relied  upon. 

Bedford  v.  Bagshaw,  4  U.  &  N.  538  ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  59  (in  a  note 
to  which  (p.  62,  n.)  latter  report  is  to  be  found  the  only  report  of 
the  case  of  Scott  v.  Dickson,  p.  523,  ante)  is  a  case  where  the 
defendant  and  others,  forming  the  board  of  management  of  a  joint 
stock  company,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  shares  of  the  com- 
pany inserted  in  the  official  list  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  untruly 
represented  that  two  thirds  of  the  scrip  had  been  paid  upon.  The 
shares  being  in  consequence  of  that  representation  inserted  in  the 
official  list,  the  plaintiff,  knowing  the  requirements  of  the  Stock 
Exchange,  on  the  faith  that  two-thirds  of  the  scrip  had  been  paid 
upon,  purchased  shares  in  the  company.  The  jury  found  that  the 
representation  was  made  fraudulently.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
held  that  the  defendant  was  liable  to  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff,  although  tlie  re])resentatic)n  was  not  made  to  him 
directly.  Two  of  the  learned  .Judges,  Barons  Martin  and  Bramwell, 
considered  the  case  to  be  concluded  by  a  former  decision  in  a  case 
of  Seymour  v.  Bagshmo,  18  C.  B.  903  ;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  62,  n.  against 
the  same  defendant.  The  proceedings  in  that  case,  however, 
hardly  appear  to  recommend  it  as  an  authority.  The  action  was 
tried  V)y  Lord  Chief  Justice  Jervis  who  told  the  jury  that  if  the 
plaintiff  was  induced,  by  seeing  the  shares  quoted  in   the   official 
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list  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  to  purchase  them,  and  if  they  believed 
that  the  insertion  of  the  shares  in  the  list  was  procured  by  the  false 
and  fraudulent  representation  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  to  ■ 
-tlie  Chief  Justice's  ruling.  In  the  Exchequer  *  Chamber  [*  397] 
judgment  was  pronounced  by  consent  without  argument, 
for  the  purpose  of  going  at  once  to  the  House  of  Lords.  This  is 
stated  in  the  Common  Bench  Eeports,  18  C.  B.  903,  but  Baron 
Bramwell,  in  the  Exchequer  Reports  says,  4  H.  &  N.  547,  548 
that  the  judgment  in  tlie  Exchequer  Chamber  did  not  pass  sub 
sileatio  ^  No  other  trace,  however,  of  the  manner  in  which  the  case 
was  disposed  of  is  to  be  found,  except  in  the  short  notice  of  it  in 
the  Common  Bench  Reports.  On  the  case  being  called  on  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  the  counsel  for  Bagshaw,  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
said  he  did  not  think  he  could  usefully  occupy  the  time  of  the 
House  by  arguing  it,  and  he  at  once  submitted  to  a  judgment  for 
the  defendant  in  error.  How,  under,  these  circumstances,  this  case 
could  be  considered  as  a  conclusive  authority  by  the  Judges 
wlio  decided  Bedford  v.  Bagshaw  it  is  hard  to  understand. 
But  the  cases  themselves  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  sup- 
ported. The  actions  were  brought  upon  the  allegation  of  a  false 
representation  made  to  the  plaintiff.  But  no  representation  at  all 
was  made  which  reached  either  his  eyes  or  his  ears.  From  his 
knowing  the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange  he  assumed  that  a  certain 
representation  had  been  made,  and  acted  upon  it.  According  to 
the  judgment,  it  was  his  knowledge  of  the  rules  which  led  him  to 
appropriate  the  representation  to  himself,  and  therefore  it  could 
not  be  taken  to  be  made  to  any  one  who  was  ignorant  of  these 
rules.  The  decisions,  and  the  grounds  on  which  they  proceeded, 
appear  to  me  to  be  extraordinary,  and  I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to 
agree  with  them. 

In  Scott  V.  Dixon,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  62,  n.,  p.  523,  ante,  which  is 
to  be  found  in  the  note  to  the  case  of  Bedford  v.  Bagshaic, 
an    action    was    brouaht    aQ;ainst    a    director    of   a    banking    com- 


1  But  see  the  fuller  report  in  29  L.  J. Ex.  argue  it,  and  therefore  the  judgment  was 
64,  where  the  words  of  the  learned  Baron  atfirmed."  The  apparent  difference  pro- 
are  :  "  I  have  got  a  very  strong  impres-  bably  aro.se  thus,  the  counsel  did  not 
sion  upon  my  mind  that  the  judgment  of  argue  the  question,  hut  the  Judges, 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  did  not  pass  suh  among  themselves,  might  have  discussed 
Rilcvtio."  Baron  Martin  had  previously  it. 
said  that  the  "  parties  did  not  think  fit  to 
vol..  VII.  —  35 
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pauy  for  falsely,  fraudulently,  aud  deceitfully  publishing  and  rep- 
resenting to  the  plaintiffs  that  a  dividend  was  about  to 
[*  398]  be  paid  out  uf  the  profits,  wliich  were  sutticient  for  *  pay- 
ment of  the  dividend,  and  that  the  shares  were  a  safe 
investment  for  the  money.  The  plaintitis  bought  their  shares 
upon  the  faith  of  a  report  made  by  the  directors  to  the  share- 
iiulders  wliich  contained  the  false  representations.  Copies  of 
this  report  were  left  at  the  bank,  and  were  to  be  had  by  share- 
brokers  or  any  persons  applying  for  it,  who  were  desirous  of  in- 
formation witli  regard  to  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  with  a  view  to 
the  purchase  of  shares.  The  plaintiffs  purchased  at  the  bank, 
through  their  broker,  a  copy  of  the  report.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  held  that,  there  being  positive  evidence  that  the  report  was 
to  be  bought  by  any  person  who  thought  of  becoming  a  purchaser 
of  shares,  and  that  it  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
manner,  and  by  the  perusal  of  it  they  were  induced  to  buy  sliares 
in  the  bank,  there  was  a  publication  to  the  plaintiff'  in  the  sense 
of  the  declaration.  I  do  not  doubt  the  pro[»riety  of  this  decision. 
The  report,  though  originally  made  to  the  shareholders,  was  in- 
tended for  the  information  of  all  persons  who  were  disposed  to  deal 
in  shares ;  and  the  representation  must  be  regarded  as  having 
been  made  not  indirectly,  but  directly  to  each  person  who  obtained 
the  report  from  the  bank  where  it  was  publicly  announced  it  was 
to  be  bought,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  personally 
delivered    to  him    by   the    director. 

Gerhard  v.  Bates,  2  El.  &  Bl.  476,  489-490,  is  supposed  to  be  an 
authority  in  support  of  the  argument  that  a  prospectus  containing 
untrue  representations  may  be  made  the  ground  of  an  action  by  a 
purchaser  of  shares,  who  lias  been  deceived  and  induced  by  the 
representations  to  become  a  shareholder.  That  case,  however, 
establishes  no  such  proposition,  but  rather,  as  I  read  it,  the  con- 
trary. The  question  arose  upon  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration,  upon 
whicli  of  course  all  tlie  facts  alleged  were,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
argument,  taken  to  be  true.  The  second  count  of  the  declaration, 
which  was  founded  upon  the  deceitful  representation  by  the  de- 
fendant, alleged  that  the  defendant  and  others  had  formed  a 
company  with  96,000  shares,  of  which  12,000  were  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  public  at  12s.  &d.  per  share,  free  from  farther  calls;  tliat 
the  defendant,  being  the  promoter  and  managing  director  of 
the   company,    intending    to    defraud,  deceive,    and    injure     thi 
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public  who  might  become  *  purchasers  of  the  12,000  shares,  [*  399] 
and  to  induce  them  to  become  purchasers,  falsely,  &c., 
caused  it  to  be  publicly  advertised,  by  a  prospectus  issued  by  tlie 
defendant  as  such  director,  that  the  promoters  did  not  hesitate  to 
guarantee  to  the  bearers  of  the  12,000  shares  a  minimum  annual 
dividend  of  3.3  per  cent.  &c.,  and  that  the  defendant  by  means  of 
false,  &c.,  pretences  and  representations,  wrongfully  and  fraudulently 
induced  the  plaintiff  to  become,  and  the  plaintiff  by  reasons  thereof 
actually  became,  purchaser  and  bearer  of  2500  of  the  12,000  shares 
at  12s.  6d.  per  share ;  whereas  the  statement  was  false  and  fraudu- 
lent to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant ;  and  the  defendant  had  no 
ground  for  offering  such  guaranty  to  the  public.  Lord  Campbell, 
in  giving  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  said :  "  Had  it  been  alleged 
that  the  defendant,  meaning  to  deceive  and  injure  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  induce  him  to  purchase  shares  in  the  company  under  the  belief 
that  it  was  a  safe  and  profitable  undertaking,  fraudulently  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  the  prospectus  containing  the  false  representa- 
tion, whereby  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  the  shares, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  count  would  have  been  sufficient. 
The  allegations  wliich  it  does  contain  appear  to  us  to  be  ecjuiva- 
lent."  And  he  afterwards  adds,  "  If  the  plaintiff  had  only  averred 
that  having  seen  the  prospectus  he  was  induced  to  purchase  the 
shares,  objection  might  have  been  made  that  a  connection  did  not 
sufficiently  appear  between  the  act  of  the  defendant  and  the  act  of 
the  plaintiff  from  which  the  loss  arose ; "  a  remark  which  has  a 
direct  application  to  the  present  case. 

The  case  of  Gerhard  v.  Bates,  therefore,  is  no  authority  for 
holding  that,  upon  a  prospectus  addressed  to  the  public  by  the 
directors  of  a  company,  any  one  of  the  public  who,  at  any 
time  and  under  any  circumstances,  has  been  led  to  take  shares 
upon  the  faith  of  the  representations  thus  published,  can  maintain 
an  action  against  them.  The  observations  of  Lord  Campbell  rather 
indicate  a  contrary  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  must 
be  something  to  connect  the  directors  making  the  representation 
with  the  party  complaining  that  he  has  been  deceived  and  injured 
by  it;  as  in  Scott  v.  Dixon,  by  selling  a  report  containing  the  mis- 
representations complained  of  to  a  person  who  afterwards  purchases 
shares  upon  the  faith  of  it,  or  as  suggested  in  Gerhard  v. 
^"tes,  by  delivering  the  *  fraudulent  prospectus  to  a  person  [  *400] 
\"ho  thereupon  becomes  a  purchaser  of  shares,  or  by  making 
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au  allotiiunit  of  shares  to  a  person  who  has  been  induced  by  the  pro- 
spectus to  apply  for  such  allotment.  In  all  these  cases  the  parties 
in  one  way  or  other  are  brought  into  direct  communication ;  and 
in  an  action  the  nnsre presentation  would  be  properly  alleged  to 
have  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  but  the  pur- 
chaser of  shares  in  the  market  upon  the  faith  of  a  prospectus 
which  he  has  not  received  from  those  who  are  answerable  for  it, 
cannot  by  action  upon  it  so  connect  himself  with  them  as  to 
render  them  liable  to  him  for  the  misrepresentations  contained  in 
it,  as  if  it  had  been  addressed  personally  to  himself.  I  therefore 
think  that  the  appellant  cannot  make  the  respondents  responsible 
to  him  for  the  loss  he  has  sustained  by  trusting  to  tlie  prospec- 
tus issued  by  them  inviting  the  public  to  apply  for  allotments  of 
shares ;  and  upon  this  ground  only  (being  different  from  that  on 
which  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  proceeded)  I  submit  to  your  Lord- 
ships that  the  decree  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Lord  COLONSAY  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  agree  in  the  result  at  which  my  noble  and  learned 
friend  has  arrived.  We  must  take  this  case  upon  the  footing 
upon  which  it  is  presented  to  us,  not  of  a  guaranty,  but  of  a 
transfer  cr  purchase  of  shares;  and  we  must  look  at  the  allega- 
tion of  the  purchaser,  that  he  was  misled  by  certain  statements 
which  were  contained  in  the  prospectus  issued  by  the  respondents. 
Now,  my  Lords,  I  think  with  my  nolde  and  learned  friend  that 
this  prospectus  did  suppress  important  matter,  and  if  it  did  not 
contain  any  direct  allegation  of  what  was  false,  it  was  at  least 
of  a  misleading  character.  It  was  a  suppressio  veri,  which,  if  it  did 
not  amount  to  an  allegatio  falsi,  at  least  amounted  to  a  suyyestio 
falsi,  and  I  cannot  see  any  grounds  upon  which  I  could  justify  it. 

I  think  that  there  is  very  great  difficulty  in  distinguishing  the 
cases  of  the  different  defendants,  or  respondents,  from  each  other. 
Those  who  were  concerned  in  issuing  that  prospectus  can  hardly  be 
listened  to  wlien  they  say  that  they  did  not  know  what  were  the  con- 
tents of  it,  or  that  they  liad  not  sufficiently  examined  into 
[*  401  ]  the  *  matter  l)efor(^  ]>utting  it  forth.  That  would  be  a  reck- 
less putting  fortli  of  statements  which  they  did  not  know 
to  be  true,  and  which  were  calculated  to  induce  people  to  subscribe. 

But,  my  Lords,  that  does  not  solve  this  case.  I  ngree  in  the 
view  taken  by  the  respondents'  counsel  that  the  proper  office  of  a 
prospectus  is  to  invite  persons   to  become  original   partners  in  a 
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company,  that  is  to  say,  allottees  of  shares  ;  and  I  do  not  think 
that  the  responsibility  towards  those  allottees  which  attached  to 
the  directors  who  issued  the  prospectus,  followed  the  shares  when 
they  were  transferred  to  any  number  of  persons  however  distant 
from  the  allottees,  persons  who  ultimately  purchased  those  shares. 
I  think  that  the  office  of  the  prospectus  was  fulfilled  when  the 
allottee  got  his  shares,  as  far  as  regarded  those  shares.  I  think 
farther  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  it  is  necessary  to  make  out 
some  direct  connection  between  the  directors  and  the  party  who 
alleges  that  he  was  deceived. 

1  do  not  find  that  any  of  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited 
support  the  opposite  view  of  the  matter.  I  shall  only  notice  one 
of  those  cases  with  which  I  happen  to  be  familiar.  I  mean  the 
case  of  Cullen  v.  Thom^oson,  4,  Macq.  Sc.  Ap.  424.  That  was  a 
case  not  all  in  point  with  the  present.  In  the  first  place,  the 
question  that  came  to  this  House  in  that  case  was  a  question 
whether  the  manager  and  the  accountant  of  a  bank,  as  being 
servants  of  the  directors,  were  personally  liable  for  the  false 
allegations  contained  in  a  report.  The  Court  below  had  been 
of  opinion  that  the  directors  were  responsible,  but  that  there  was 
not,  in  a  very  confused  record,  sufficient  issuable  matter  to  be 
sent  to  trial  as  against  the  officials.  This  House  thought  other- 
wise. We  thought  that  there  might  be  extracted  from  the  record, 
confused  as  it  was,  sufficient  issuable  matter,  and  we  sent  back 
the  case  to  the  Court  below  accordingly.  But  what  were  the 
facts'  as  regards  Mr.  Cullen,  and  what  was  the  ground  upon  which 
that  case  proceeded  ?  Mr.  Cullen  was  an  original  proprietor  and 
allottee  of  shares,  and  being,  as  such,  a  partner  in  the  company, 
and  being  present  at  a  meeting  of  the  company  to  receive  a  report 
of  the  directors,  that  report  was  read  to  him  and  to  others,  and 
it  was  transmitted  to  him  and  to  others,  who  were  share- 
holders. And,  not  only  so,  but  upon  some  inquiry  *  of  his  [*  402] 
there  was  a  letter  written  and  a  circular  sent  to  the 
shareholders  containing  all  those  misrepresentations  and  mis- 
statements upon  which  he  founded  his  case.  In  consequence 
of  these  misrepresentations,  he  purchased  170  additional  shares, 
and  afterwards  brought  his  action  against  the  directors  for 
having  communicated  to  him  this  false  statement,  and  he 
claimed  to  hold  them  liable  in  damages  for  it.  So  far  from  that 
being  in  point  with  a  case  of  a  party  having  no  such  communi- 
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cation  made  to  him,  and  yet  making  such  a  claim,  it  is  the  very 
reverse.  It  is  the  case  of  a  party  who  had  a  most  direct  and 
positive  representation  made  to  him  by  the  directors,  against 
whom,  therefore,  he  was  entitled  to  institute  proceedings. 

I  do  not  find,  as  1  have  said,  that  there  is  any  case  which  sup- 
ports the  conclusion  that  the  appellant  seeks  to  arrive  at  in  this  case, 
according  to  the  very  clear  and  very  ingenious  speech  that  was 
presented  to  us  on  his  behalf.  Therefore,  my  Lords,  I  concur  in  the 
judgment  which  has  been  proposed  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend. 

Lord  Caikxs  :  — 

My  Lords,  this  case  was  argued  at  your  Lordships'  Bar  very 
elaborately  and  with  great  ability  ;  but  the  points  of  the  case  upon 
which  the  decision  of  your  Lordships  must,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
turn,  lie  in  a  very  small  compass. 

I  agree  with  my  noble  and  learned  friends  who  have  preceded 
me,  that  the  delay  in  instituting  this  suit  is  not  a  ground  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  PiOlls  caii  be  supported. 
The  suit  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  for  damages  for  misrepre- 
sentation;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  or  proceeding  ex  delicto, 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  to  such  an  action  or  proceeding  there  is 
no  bar  arising  from  delay,  unless  the  delay  be  such  as  would  bring 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  applicable  to  the  case  into  operation. 

The  two  questions,  my  Lords,  which,  as  it  appears  to  me,  it  is 
material  to  answer  are  these:  First,  did  the  respondents,  in  the 
prospectus  issued  as  to  the  company,  make  representations  which  in 
point  of  fact  were  untrue  ?  And,  secondly,  is  the  appellant  able  to 
connect  himself  with  these  representations  so  as  to  enable 
[*403]  *  him  to  say  that  they  were  made  to  him,  or  were  made 
to  induce  him  to  act  on  them,  and  that  he  did  so  act? 

]\ry  Lords,  T  have  limited  the  first  question  to  the  prospectus, 
because  that  is  really  tlie  only  matter  to  which  your  Lordships 
need  direct  your  attention  ;  nothing  else  is  relied  upon  in  the  bill 
as  a  ground  for  relief.  It  is  true  that  a  good  deal  was  said  during 
the  argument  about  the  proceedings  taken  to  obtain  a  settling-day 
on  tlie  Stock  Exchange ;  but  althougli  the  obtaining  of  a  settling- 
day  on  the  Stock  Exchange  is  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  it  is  not 
made  any  ground  for  relief.  Your  Lordships  will  observe,  that  in 
the  39th  paragraph  of  the  bill  it  is  stated  that  "  The  plaintiff  made 
the  purchases  of  shares  and  entered  into  the  contracts  of  member- 
ship solely  on  the  faith   of  the  statements  contained  in  the  pro- 
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spectu.s."  That  allegation  excludes  any  reference  to  any  other 
alleged  misstatement.  It  is  impossible  to  say,  and  it  would  be 
impossible  to  say,  even  though  the  pleadings  had  been  different,  that 
anything  that  passed  with  the  committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange 
was,  in  this  case,  a  representation  either  made  to  the  appellant  or 
made  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the  appellant. 

This  Ijrings  me,  therefore,  to  the  consideration  of  the  prospectus ; 
and  before  looking  at  the  terms  of  it,  I  may  say  that  I  entirely 
agree  with  what  has  been  stated  by  my  noble  and  learned  friends 
before  me,  that  mere  silence  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  a  suffi- 
cient foundation  for  this  proceeding.  Mere  non-disclosure  of  mate- 
rial facts,  however  morally  censurable,  however  that  non-disclosure 
might  be  a  ground  in  a  proper  proceeding  at  a  proper  time  for 
setting  aside  an  allotment  or  a  purchase  of  shares,  would  in  my 
opinion  form  no  ground  for  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action 
for  misrepresentation.  There  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  some  activ^e 
misstatement  of  fact,  or,  at  all  events,  such  a  partial  and  fragmen- 
tary statement  of  fact,  as  that  the  withholding  of  that  which 
is  not  stated  makes  that  which  is  stated  absolutely  false. 

Now,  my  Lords,  this  prospectus  is  certainly  free  from  many  of 
tliose  extravagant  terms  and  Mattering  descriptions  which  we  are 
accustomed  to  see  in  documents  of  this  kind.  I  will  not  dwell 
upon  the  words  that  the  terms  made,  "  in  the  opinion  of  the 
directors  cannot  fail  to  ensure  a  highly  remunerative 
return  to  the  *  shareholders."  That  was  a  reference,  [*  404] 
not  to  fact,  but  to  opinion  ;  and,  strange  as  it  may  appear 
to  us  now,  looked  at  by  the  light  of  subsequent  events,  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  this  statement  as  to  the  opinion  of  the  directors  was 
not  perfectly  consistent  with  the  opinion  which  they  really  held. 
I  do  not  dwell  upon  any  of  the  later  sentences  in  the  prospectus, 
«nd  the  only  two  sentences  to  which  I  will  direct  your  Lordships' 
attention  are  the  first  and  the  second. 

The  first  sentence  runs  thus :  "  The  company  is  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  an  arrangement  which  has  been 
made  for  the  purchase  from  Messrs.  Overend,  Gurney  &  Co.  of 
their  long-established  business  as  bill  brokers  and  money  dealers, 
and  of  the  premises  in  which  the  business  is  conducted ;  the  con- 
sideration for  the  goodwill  being  <£ 500,000,  one  half  being  paid  in 
cash,  and  the  remainder  in  shares  of  the  company  with  ^15  per 
share  credited  thereon."     Now,  it  appears  to  me  that  any  person 
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reading  that  statement  would  be  entitled  to  say,  "  Here  is  a  com- 
pany, with  the  name  of  which  we  are  quite  familiar,  and  here  are 
new  directors,  persons  of  known  wealth  and  character  in  the  com- 
mercial world,  joining  that  company  fur  the  purpose  of  making  a 
new  and  limited  partnership.  They  are  independent  of  the  old 
partnership,  and  able  to  form  an  independent  judgment  upon  it ; 
they  are  going  to  put  in  fresh  capital  themselves,  and  we  under- 
stand from  this  statement  tliat  there  is  to  be  a  transfer  of  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  the  old  concern  —  the  whole  business  as  a 
going  concern  is  to  be  taken  over.  We,  the  outside  public,  have 
no  opportunity  of  looking  into  the  accounts  of  the  old  concern,  but 
these  new  directors  have  done  so,  and,  having  looked  into  the 
accounts  and  estimated  the  relative  value  of  assets  and  liabilities, 
they  think  that  the  whole  business  upon  this  footing  is  worth  a  sum, 
for  the  goodwill  of  it,  of  half  a  million  of  money.  One  half  of 
that  amount  is  to  be  paid  down  and  taken  away  by  the  old  part- 
nership ;  the  other  half  is  to  be  given  by  the  old  partnership  as 
so  much  capital  in  the  new  concern.  My  Lords,  in  this  point  of 
view,  which,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  the  point  of  view  in  which,  I 
repeat,  any  member  of  the  outside  puljlic  might  regard  and  under- 
stand this  statement,  the  payment  of  so  large  a  sum  for  the  good- 
will of  the  concern,  the  actual  payment  of  half,  and  the  actual 
[*  405]  *  assignment  of  the  other  half  by  way  of  capital,  would  be- 
come a  material  guaranty  that  the  bargain  was,  at  all  events 
in  the  opinion  of  those  who  made  it,  a  good  and  sound  bargain. 

But,  my  Lords,  in  order  to  understand  the  full  meaning  of  this 
statement,  your  Lordships  must  take  into  account  the  second 
sentence  in  the  prospectus  also  :  "  The  business  will  be  handed 
over  to  the  new  company  on  the  1st  August  next,  the  vendors 
guaranteeing  the  company  against  any  loss  on  the  assets  and 
liabilities  transferred."  T  read  that  again  as  meaning,  consistently 
with  the  sentence  which  I  read  in  the  first  instance,  that  there  is 
to  be  a  transfer  of  all  the  assets  and  all  tlie  liabilities  ;  that  tht^ 
business  (to  use  the  expression  I  used  before)  is  to  be  transferred 
as  a  going  concern,  and  is  to  be  transferred  at  a  value  which  is 
placed  at  half  a  million  of  money,  on  the  basis  of  all  the  assets 
and  liabilities  being  made  over,  and  a  guaranty  given,  on  the  part 
of  the  old  partners,  that  whatever  valuation  was  put  upon  the 
assets  and  liabilities  was  a  valuation  which  would  be  secured  by 
them  and  made  good  by  them ;  so  that  on  the  one  hand  the  assets 
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would  not  be  deficient,  and  so  that  on  the  other  hand,  the  liabili- 
ties would  not  be  excessive,  as  compared  with  the, valuation  which 
had  been  put  upon  both.  In  point  of  fact,  the  sentences  which  I 
have  read  to  your  Lordships  appear  to  me  to  represent  what  I  may 
term  an  out-and-out  transaction ;  the  business  transferred,  the 
money  paid,  and  a  sum  assigned  for  the  goodwill  upon  the  footing 
of  a  transaction  of  that  kind. 

Now,  my  Lords,  were  these  the  facts  of  the  case  ?  I  will  con- 
trast with  this  statement  in  the  prospectus  the  statement  of  the 
real  transaction,  which  I  will  take  for  brevity,  from  the  case  of  the 
Messrs.  Gurney,  now  laid  before  this  House.  Li  the  case  of 
Gurney  &.  Birkheck,  p.  8  of  that  case,  I  find  this  statement,  which 
is  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  evidence,  and  is  in  point  of  fact 
a  summary  of  it :  "  Under  these  circumstances,  the  scheme  of  the 
proposed  joint  stock  company  was  that  it  should  purchase  the 
goodwill  of  the  bill  broking  and  bill  discounting  business  carried 
on  by  Overend,  Gurney,  &  Go.  which  was  of  a  most  profitable 
■character,  for  X 500,000."  Observe,  my  Lords,  even  in  that  sen- 
tence there  is  a  complete  alteration,  a  complete  departure 
from  the  prospectus :  * "  Tliat  it  should  purchase  the  [*  406] 
iioodwill  of  the  bill  broking  and  1)111  discounting  business  :  " 
a  distinction  being  drawn  in  those  words  between  that  portion  of 
the  business  and  the  portiiui  of  the  business  which  was  not  de- 
scribed as  bill  broking  and  bill  discounting,  as  indeed  the  case 
goes  on  to  explain  :  "  That  it  should  purchase  the  goodwill  of  the 
bill  broking  and  bill  discounting  business  carried  on  by  Overend, 
■Gurney,  &  Co.  which  was  of  a  most  profitable  character,  for 
£500,000,  and  that  the  doubtful  accounts  "  (a  matter  altogether 
separate),  "  which  made  up  the  said  sum  of  ,£4,194,000,  should 
not  be  transferred,  but  shoiild  be  excepted  out  of  the  assets  made 
over  to  the  company ;  and  should  be  retained  and  wound  up  by 
the  vendors,  and  that  all  sums  of  money  received  therefrom,  and 
all  other  sums  of  money  payable  by  the  company  to  the  vendors 
{including  the  said  sum  of  £500,000,  which  was  payable  half  in 
€ash  and  half  in  shares),  should  be  applied  towards  the  liquidation 
of  the  amount  of  the  excepted  accounts,  with  which  the  vendors 
were  to  be  debited  in  the  books  of  the  company  under  the  head 
of  suspense  and  guaranty  account."  Here  I  may  point  out  that 
that  is  a  wholly  different  transaction.  That  is  a  transfer  not 
*)f  the  business,  but  of  a  portion  of  the  business  which  is  described 
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as  a  profitable  part,  namely,  the  bill  broking  and  bill  discounting. 
There  is  a  separation  from  that  portion  of  the  business  of  other 
businesses  which  had  resulted  in  doubtful  accounts  to  the  amount 
of  X4,194,000,  which  doubtful  accounts  were  not  transferred  to  the 
new  company,  but  made  the  subject  of  a  separate  piece  of  book- 
keeping, involving  the  non-transfer  of  them,  and  in  that  separate 
book-keeping  the  sum  of  £500,000  was  applied  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  account. 

At  another  part  of  the  case,  Gurney  &  Birlhcc'k's  Case  p.  14, 
your  Lordships  will  find  a  succinct  statement  of  the  deed  No.  2, 
which  is  the  deed  that  gave  effect  to  this  part  of  the  arrangement : 
The  deed  (No.  2)  regulated  the  details  of  the  arrangement  contem- 
plated by  the  16th  clause  of  the  deed  No.  1,  and  provided  for  the 
liquidation  of  the  accounts  which,  by  virtue  of  that  arrangement^ 
were  excepted  from  the  accounts  of  Overend,  Gurney,  &  Co.,  trans- 
ferred to  the  limited  company.  It,  in  effect,  provided  that  a 
separate  account  to  be  called  "  Overend,  Gurney,  &  Co.'s 
[*  -407]  suspense  and  guaranty  account  "  *  should  be  opened  in  the 
books  of  the  limited  company,  and  should  be  debited  witli 
the  total  amount  of  the  balance  which,  as  struck  on  the  31st  of 
July,  1865,  should  appear  to  the  debit  of  the  accounts  specified 
in  the  schedule  (which  I  may  say  were  the  accounts  amounting 
to  upwards  of  four  millions),  and  be  credited  with  £250,000 
(being  one  moiety  of  the  price  of  the  goodwill)  and  also  with 
.£45,000,  the  price  of  the  business  premises  of  the  firm  and 
the  balances  due  to  the  partners  on  their  private  accounts,  and  the 
amount  from  time  to  time  realized  by  the  sale  of  the  shares  which 
were  issued  to  the  vendors  as  part  of  the  said  purchase-money. 
The  account  was  to  be  closed  on  the  31st  of  December,  1868,  when 
the  balance,  if  on  the  credit  side,  ^y•as  to  be  paid  by  the  company 
to  the  members  of  the  firm  within  a  month,  and  if  on  the  debit 
side  to  be  deemed  a  debt  due  to  the  company  from  the  firm.  So 
that,  I  may  say  in  passing,  if  by  any  accident,  which  was  a  most 
improbable  contingency,  these  accounts  had  turned  out,  not  hope- 
less, but  accounts  from  which  a  larger  sum  than  was  expected 
should  be  realised,  the  benefit  f)f  it  was  to  go,  not  to  the  new 
limited  company,  but  to  the  old  partners :  It  gave  to  the  company 
a  lien  on  the  16,666  shares  to  be  issued  in  payment  of  one  moiety  of 
the  purchase-money  of  £500,000,  and  on  all  property  retained  by  the 
firm,  to  be  applied  in  winding  up  the  excepted  accounts,  and  the  corn- 
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paiiy  was  to  be  entitled  to  have  the  shares  aud  property  made  avail- 
able, through  the  medium  of  a  sale  or  otherwise,  to  secure  the  per- 
formance of  the  vendors'  covenants  and  to  indemnify  the  company. 

Now,  my  Lords,  to  complete  the  narrative  of  this  arrangement 
I  must  also  read  to  your  Lordships  a  statement  with  regard  to  it 
from  the  answer  of  Mr.  John  Henry  Gurney  (joint  Appendix, 
p.  81).  He  says,  in  paragraph  6  :  "  Li  the  investigation  of  the  state 
of  the  affairs  of  Overend,  Gurney,  &  Co.,  prior  to  the  formation  of 
the  limited  company,  it  appeared  from  their  books  that  there  were 
then  outstanding  various  debit  balances,  which  were  considered  to 
be  of  a  doubtful  nature,  to  the  amount  of  .£4,199,000,  or  there- 
abouts ;  but  upon  a  careful  estimation  of  the  securities  held  in 
respect  of  them,  and  the  probable  winding-up  of  such  of  them  as 
were  not  secured,  it  was  estimated  that  of  the  total 
amount  of  X4,199,000  the  sum  *  of  £1,082,000  would  be  [*-408] 
realised,  leaving  therefore  the  sum  of  £3,117,000  still  to 
be  provided  for.  At  this  period  it  was  estimated  that  the  balances 
to  the  credit  of  the-  partners,  when  made  up  in  the  private  ledger, 
would  amount  to  £940,000,  and  which  balances  had  been  calcu- 
lated as  liabilities  of  the  firm  ;  but  deducting  the  amount  thereof 
from  the  balance  of  £3,117,000  so  left  unprovided  for,  there 
remained  the  sum  of  £2,177,000  still  outstanding  and  to  be  pro- 
vided for.  Upon  a  careful  examination  and  estimate  of  the  private 
estates  of  the  several  partners  comprising  the  firm  of  Overend, 
Gurney,  &  Co.,  and  of  their  interest  in  the  banking  business  car- 
ried on  in  Norfolk  and  elsewhere,  it  was  estimated  that  such 
several  private  estates  would  produce  the  farther  aggregate  sum  of 
£2,320,000  ;  and  after  taking  credit  for  the  £500,000  to  be  received 
for  goodwill,  and  for  X4o,000  as  the  estimated  value  of  the 
premises  in  Lombard  Street,  there  would  have  remained  a  surplus 
of  £688,000  in  favour  of  the  individual  partners  after  providing 
for  every  liability  of  the  firm  of  Overend,  Gurney,  &  Co." 

My  Lords,  the  result  of  these  statements  appears  to  me  to  be 
obvious.  There  was  nothing  paid  for  the  goodwill  of  the  firm; 
there  was  no  transfer  of  assets  and  liabilities  as  something  which, 
upon  a  proper  valuation,  were  worth  paying  for  in  the  shape  of 
goodwill,  with  an  independent  guaranty  from  the  old  partners 
that  those  assets  and  liabilities  would  produce  the  amount  at 
which  they  were  valued.  The  principle  of  the  valuation  proceeded 
upon  this,  —  tliat  if  all  the  assets  and  all  the  liabilities  were  looked 
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at  there  was  an  enormou.s  deficiency.  The  mode  in  which  that 
deficiency  was  made  up  was  this :  The  accounts,  amounting  to 
upwards  of  £4,000,000,  which  caused  the  deficiency,  wer^ not  really 
transferred ;  they  were  carried  to  a  separate  suspense  account  by 
themselves,  and  upon  the  other  side  of  that  account,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  balancing  the  admittedly  disastrous  outcome  of  those 
accounts,  there  was  taken  into  account  the  value  of  the  private 
estates  of  the  partners  (upon  which  I  must  observe  at  the  same 
time  that  no  security  whatever  binding  those  estates  was  taken), 
and  there  was  taken  into  account  also  the  £500,000,  the  sum 
which  had  been  fixed  upon  as  the  estimated  value  of  the  goodwill. 
In  point  of  fact,  therefore,  your  Lordships  will  observe 
[*  409]  that  the  use  that  was  *  made  of  the  private  estates  and  of 
the  sum  named  for  the  goodwill  was  to  fill  up  that  vacuum 
of  insolvency  which  was  apparent  on  the  mere  statement  of  the 
figures,  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  that,  so  far  from  any  sum 
being  for  goodwill,  nothing  was  paid  whatever,  and  so  far  from  the 
sum  named  fur  the  g(jodwill  being  a  test  of  the  excellence  of  the  bar- 
gain, it  was  exactly  the  opposite,  because,  upon  the  same  principle, 
as  this  sum  of  £500,000  was  appropriated  in  tlie  manner  that  I 
have  mentioned,  had  the  insolvency  been  greater,  had  there  been 
£500,000  more  of  insolvency,  tlie  value  of  the  goodwill  might  have 
been  estimated  at  a  million,  and  the  million  might  have  been  used 
in  the  same  way  that  the  £500,000  were  used. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  have  stated  shortly  the  facts  as  they  present 
them.selves  to  my  mind,  and  I  am  bound  to  say  that,  now  that  we 
know  these  facts,  and  now  that  we  compare  these  facts  with  the 
statement  in  the  first  two  sentences  of  the  prospectus,  T  am  unable 
to  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion  than  this,  —  that  the  statement 
in  those  two  first  sentences  was  a  statement  of  that  which  was  not 
justified  by  tlie  facts  of  the  case. 

My  Lords,  we  were  pressed  very  much  in  argument  witli  con- 
siderations as  to  the  motives  of  those  who  made  this  statement, 
and  it  was  pointed  out  with  great  accuracy  that  upon  a  trial  in  the 
njitnre  of  a  criminal  proceeding  it  had  been  held  that  they  were 
not  chargeable  with  that  which  was  laid  to  their  charge  in  that 
proceeding.  My  Lords,  I  must  say  that,  so  far  as  T  understand 
the  case,  I  entirely  agree  with  the  result  at  whieli  the  juiy  arrived 
in  that  proceeding;  and,  strange  as  it  may  appear,  I  think  there  is 
a  great  deal  in  the  papers  before  your  Lordships  to  show  tliat  the 
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gentlemen  who  formed  this  company  were  themselves,  judging  by 
the  extent  to  which  they  embarked  their  means  and  continued 
their  property  in  the  concern,  labouring  under  the  impression  that 
this  transaction,  disastrous  as  it  ultimately  turned  out,  had  in  it 
the  elements  of  a  profitable  commercial  undertaking ;  and  so  far  as 
motive  is  concerned  they  may  be  absolved  from  any  charge  of  a 
wilful  design  or  motive  to  mislead  or  to  defraud  the  public.  But 
in  a  civil  proceeding  of  this  kind  all  that  your  Lordships  have  to 
examine  is  the  question.  Was  there  or  was  there  not  misrepresenta- 
tion in  point  of  fact  ?  And  if  there  was,  however  innocent 
the  *  motive  may  have  been,  your  Lordships  will  be  [*  410] 
obliged  to  arrive  at  the  consequences  which  properly 
would  result  from  what  was  done. 

But  now,  having  answered  the  first  question  as  I  am  obliged  to 
answer  it,  I  come  to  the  second  question  in  the  case,  namely.  How 
does  the  appellant  connect  himself  with  this  statement  ?  The 
prospectus  was  issued  on  the  12th  or  13th  of  July,  1865,  and  a 
copy  was  received  or  was  obtained  by  the  appellant.  It  is  not 
proved  from  whom  he  obtained  it.  The  object  of  the  prospectus 
on  the  face  of  it  is  clearly  to  invite  the  public  to  take  shares  in 
the  new  company.  The  prospectus  is,  as  is  usual  in  such  cases,  an 
invitation,  and  there  is  appended  to  it  a  form  of  application  for 
shares,  which  was  to  be  filled  up,  and  upon  which  form  the  invita- 
tion was  to  be  answered.  It  is  a  prospectus  in  this  shape,  ad- 
dressed to  the  whole  of  the  public,  no  doubt,  and  any  one  of  the 
public  might  take  up  the  prospectus  and  appropriate  it  in  that 
way  to  himself  by  answering  it  upon  the  form  upon  which  it  is 
intended  by  the  prospectus  that  it  should  be  answered.  The 
appellant,  however,  did  not  take  up  and  did  not  appropriate  the 
prospectus  in  this  way.  For  reasons  which  it  is  unnecessary  to 
inquire  into  he  declined  to  take,  or  at  all  events  he  did  not  origi- 
nally take  any  shares  in  the  company.  The  allotment  of  shares 
began  on  the  24th  of  July ;  it  appears  to  have  been  completed  on 
the  28th  of  July  ;  and  it  is  stated  two  or  three  times  the  number 
of  shares  to  be  had  in  the  company  were  applied  for.  The  allot- 
ment having  been  completed,  the  prospectus,  as  it  seems  to  me. 
had  done  its  work  ;  it  was  exhausted.  The  share  list  was  full  ; 
the  directors  had  obtained  from  the  company  the  money  whicli 
they  desired  to  obtain.  The  appellant  subsequently,  upon  tlie 
17th  of  October,  several  months  afterwards,  bought  1000  shares  at 
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a  premium  of  something  over  £7,  and  again,  still  later,  on  the  6th 
of  December,  lie  bought  1000  other  shares  at  a  premium  of  some- 
tliing  over  £6.  He  bought  them  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  and  he, 
of  course,  did  not  know  in  the  first  instance  from  whom  he 
bought  them.  In  point  of  fact,  it  appears  that  as  to  the  greater 
part  of  them  they  were  shares  which  had  originally  been  allotted 
to'  one  of  the  old  partners,  Samuel  Gurney,  by  whom  they  were 

transferred  to  a  nominee  for  himself,  in  whose  name  they 
[*411]  were  registered;  they  were  *  then  sold  upon  the  market, 

and  re-sold  apparently  several  times,  because  the  premium 
seems  to  have  risen  from  a  much  smaller  to  a  much  larger  sum, 
and  ultimately  they  were  sold,  at  the  premium  which  I  have 
stated,  to  the  appellant,  and  were  registered  in  his  name. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  ask  the  question,  How  can  the  directors  of  a 
company  be  liable,  after  the  full  original  allotment  of  shares,  for 
all  the  subsequent  dealings  which  may  take  place  with  regard  to 
those  shares  upon  the  Stock  Exchange.  If  the  argument  of  the 
appellant  is  right,  they  must  be  liable  ad  infinitum,  for  I  know  no 
means  of  pointing  out  any  time  at  which  the  liability  would,  in 
point  of  fact,  cease.  Not  only  so,  but  if  the  argument  be  right, 
they  must  be  liable,  no  matter  what  the  premium  may  be  at 
which  the  shares  may  be  sold.  That  premium  may  rise  from  time 
to  time  from  circumstances  altogether  unconnected  with  the  pro- 
spectus, and  yet,  if  the  argument  be  right,  the  appellant  would  be 
entitled  to  call  upon  the  directors  to  indemnify  liim  up  to  the 
highest  point  at  which  the  shares  may  be  sold,  for  all  that  he  may 
expend  in  buying  the  shares.  My  Lords,  I  ask,  is  there  any  author- 
ity for  this  proposition  ?     I  am  aware  of  none. 

During  the  course  of  the  argument  I  took  the  liberty  of  putting 
to  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  a  case  which  I  think  was 
not  answered,  and  to  which,  so  far  as  I  know,  no  answer  can  be 
given  that  would  be  favourable  to  the  appellant.  I  put  the  case 
of  a  person  having  built  a  house  and  desiring  to  sell  it.  He  comes 
to  me  and  wishes  me  to  purchase  it ;  he  descril)es  it  as  a  highly 
advantageous  purchase,  and  makes  stiitements  of  fact  to  me  with 
regard  to  the  house  which  are  untrue  and  are  misrepresentations  ; 
but  I  decline  to  purchase,  and  our  overtures  come  to  an  end.  He 
subsequently  sells  it  to  some  other  person,  upon  what  terms  I  know 
not.  That  other  person  completes  the  purchase,  and  that  other 
person,  desiring  to  raise  money  on  mortgage,  a^iplies  to  me  to  lend 


R.  C.  VOL.  VII.]      SECT.  II.  —  PROSPECTUS,   MEMORANDUM,   ETC.  559 

No.  27.  —Peek  v.  Gumey,  L.  R.,  6  H.  L.  411,  412. 

him  money.  I  lend  him  money  upon  a  mortgage  of  the  house. 
The  facts  stated  to  nie  originally  turn  ovit  to  be  untrue,  and  are  so 
material  as  that  the  house,  not  being  as  represented,  becomes 
comparatively  worthless.  I  then  apply  to  the  original  vendor, 
remind  him  of  what  he  told  me,  and  complain  to  him  that  my 
money  lent  upon  mortgage  has  been  lost,  and  I  com- 
mence an  *  action  against  him  for  damages  to  recover  my  [*  412] 
loss.  I  ask,  could  such  an  action  be  maintained  ?  I 
know  of  no  authority  for  it,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  an  action  of 
tliat  kind  would  not  lie. 

My  Lords,  I  take  the  rule  on  this  point  to  have  been  happily 
stated  in  some  expressions  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend  the  late 
Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Hatherley),  when  he  was  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  in  the  case  of  Barry  v.  Croskey,  2  J.  &  H.  117-18-23;  in 
passages  which  I  will  take  the  liberty  of  reading  to  your  Lordships. 
The  first  occurs  during  the  argument.  L^pon  a  reference  to  the 
case  of  Levy  v.  Laiigridrje,  4  M.  &  W.  337,  7  L.  J.  Ex.  387,  the 
Vice-Chancellor  said  :  "  I  take  the  ground  of  that  decision  to  have 
been,  that  the  false  representation  was  made  by  the  defendant 
with  a  view  that  it  should  be  acted  upon  by  the  son  in  the  man- 
ner that  occasioned  the  injury.  Mr.  Baron  Parke  says  :  '  There  is  a 
false  representation  made  by  the  defendant,  with  a  view  that  the 
plaintiff  should  use  the  instrument  in  a  dangerous  way.'  The 
fatlier,  acting  upon  the  faith  of  that  representation,  put  the  gun 
into  the  hands  of  his  son,  who  fired  it  off,  when  it  burst  and  in- 
jured him.  Suppose  a  stranger,  knowing  nothing  of  what  had 
passed  between  the  father  and  the  defendant,  to  have  found  the 
gun,  lying  for  instance  at  an  inn.  If  a  stranger  so  finding  the  gun 
had  taken  it  up  and  fired  it,  and  the  gun  had  burst  and  injured 
him,  would  he  have  had  his  actions  against  the  defendant  upon 
the  ground  that  Nock's  name  appeared  upon  the  gun,  and  the 
defendant  had  sold  it  with  that  name  appearing  upon  it,  and  as 
a  gun  made  by  Nock  ? "  Again,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  the 
Vice-Chancellor  addressing  Mr.  Eolt,  says :  "  Your  argument 
would  show  that  every  person  who  in  consequence  of  De  Berenger's 
frauds  upon  the  Stock  Exchange  was  induced  to  purchase  stock 
at  an  advanced  price  in  reliance  upon  the  false  rumour  he  had  cir- 
culated that  peace  was  concluded,  was  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  against  De  Berenger  for  the  increase  of  price.  Would  not 
-Mch  consequences  be  too  remote  to  form  ground  for  an  action?" 
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finally,  in  giving  judgment,  the  Vice-Chaxcellok  stated  what  he 
understood  to  be  the  principles  applicable  to  such  a  case.  Firsts 
that  "  every  man  must  be  held  responsible  for  the  consequences 
of  a  false  representation  made  by  him  to  another,  upon  which 
that  other  acts,  and,  so  acting,  is  injured  or  damnified  ; 
[*413]  *  Secondly,  every  man  must  be  held  responsible  for  the 
consequences  of  a  false  representation  made  by  him  to 
another,  upon  which  a  third  person  acts,  and  so  acting,  is  injured 
or  damnified,  provided  it  appear  that  such  false  representation  was 
made  with  the  intent  that  it  should  be  acted  upon  by  such  third 
person  in  the  manner  that  occasions  the  injury  or  loss."  And 
thirdly,  he  continues :  "  But  to  bring  it  within  the  principle,  the 
injury,  I  apprehend,  must  be  the  immediate  and  not  the  remote 
consequence  of  the  representation  thus  made.  To  render  a  man 
responsible  for  the  consequences  of  a  false  representation  made  by 
him  to  another  upon  which  a  third  person  acts,  and  so  acting  is  in- 
jured or  damnified,  it  must  appear  that  such  false  representation 
was  made  with  the  direct  intent  that  it  should  be  acted  upon  by 
such  third  person  in  the  manner  that  occasions  the  injury  or  loss." 
And  His  Honour  comments  a  second  time  on  the  case  of  Lev]i  v. 
Langridgc  as  consistent  with  that  principle. 

My  Lords,  upon  the  grounds  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  upon 
the  principles  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Barrij  v.  Croshcy,  which 
appear  to  me  to  be  consistent  with  what  is  stated  by  all  the  author- 
ities that  might  be  referred  to,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appellant 
in  this  case  has  entirely  failed  to  connect  himself  with  the  repre- 
sentations made  in  the  prospectus,  of  which  in  my  opinion  an 
original  allottee  might  have  complained,  but  of  which  the  present 
appellant  cannot,  I  think,  complain.  On  these  grounds,  therefore, 
I  agree  to  the  motion  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend  that  this 
appeal  ought  to  l)e  dismissed. 

Order  a j)pe(dcd  from  (ifjirmed;  and  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lords'  Journals,  31st  July,  LS73. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

It  has  been  thought  useful  to  give  here  the  full  report  of  Peeh  v. 
Gumey  although  the  points  dealt  with  are  more  appropriate!}^  con- 
sidered elsewhere.  The  point  as  to  the  kind  of  statements  in  a 
prospectus  which  form  ground  for  an  action  of  deceit  against  the  in- 
dividual directors  or  promoters  will  he  fully  dealt  with  under  the  hea<l 
of    "Fraud,"   in  connection  with   the   ruling  case   of  Drrry  \.    i^a  k 
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(H.  L.  1889),  14  App.  Cas.  337,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  864,  61 L.  T.  265,  38  W.  E. 
33.  The  point  as  to  the  survival  of  the  action  against  representatives 
has  already  been  dealt  with  in  the  notes  to  Hamhhj  \.  Trott,  2  R.  C.  7-14. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  Directors'  Liability  Act  1890,  which 
extends  the  ground  of  liability  as  between  directors  or  promoters  and 
the  persons  who  subscribe  for  shares,  does  not  create  any  new  liability  as 
regards  persons  who  purchase  the  shares  after  allotment  has  been  made. 

That  a  prospectus  may  be  circulated  with  the  intention  to  induce 
the  public  to  buy  shares,  and  that  such  an  intention  may  be  inferred 
if  a  prospectus  is  circulated  after  all  the  shares  have  been  allotted 
(particularly  if  they  have  been  taken  up  by  the  promoters  themselves), 
appears  from  the  dicta  in  the  judgments  of  In  re  British  Seamless 
Paper  Box  Compamj  (C.  A.  1881),  17  Ch.  D.  467,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  497, 
44  L.  T.  498,  29  W.  R.  690,  and  la  re  Postage  Stamp  Automatic 
Delloery  Company  (7  July,  1892),  1892,  3  Ch.  o%^,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  597, 
67  L.  T.  88,  41  W.  R.  29.  These  were  cases  of  misfeasance  under  the 
165th  section  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  so  that  tlie  cpiestion  of  re- 
sjionsibility  in  an  action  by  the  individual  purchasers  of  shares  did 
not  directly  arise. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  principal  cases  are  cited  in  Cook  on  Stock  and  Stockholdei'S,  sect.  352, 
where  it  is  said  that  the  leading  case  in  this  country  on  the  subject  is  Cross  v. 
Sackett,  2  Bosworth  (New  York  Superior  Ct.),  617.  The  Court  in  that  case 
said :  •'  \Vhen  an  instrument  is  made  to  deceive  the  public  generally  .  .  . 
and  fraudulently  induces  some  one  to  act  to  his  prejudice  .  .  .  the  privity 
between  the  managers  and  every  such  purchaser  is,  in  such  a  case,  as  actual 
and  as  direct,  as  between  a  person  giving  fraudulently  a  general  recommen- 
dation of  the  trustworthiness  of  a  particular  person ;  and  the  individual  to 
whom  it  may  be  shown,  relying  on  its  truth,  may  give  credit  to  the  person  so 
recommended,  and  be  defrauded  and  injured  thereby."  The  same  principle 
was  recognized  in  Cazeaux  v.  Mali,  25  Barbour  (New  York  vSuprenie  Ct.),  578, 
where  it  is  said :  "  It  is  not  essential  that  the  representation  should  be  ad- 
dressed directly  to  the  plaintiif ;  if  it  were  made  with  the  intention  of  influ-- 
encing  every  one  to  whom  it  might  be  communicated,  or  who  might  read  or 
hear  of  it,  the  latter  class  of  persons  nmst  be  in  the  same  position  as  those  to 
whom  it  was  directly  communicated."  In  Morse  v.  Sivits,  19  Howard  Prac- 
tice (New  York),  275,  a  bank  officer  was  held  liable  for  false  statements  in  a 
report  published  in  conformity  to  the  requirements  of  a-statute.  The  Court 
said :  "  Being  published  the  public,  or  any  invividual  of  the  public,  had  a 
right  to  believe  it."  To  the  same  effect,  Salmon  v.  RicJuirdsoh,'M)  Connecticut, 
3fi0.  In  Morgan  v.  Skiddy,  62  New  York,  319,  the  Court  said:  "If  the 
plaintiff  purchased  his  stock  relying  upon  the  truth  of  the  prospectus,  he 
has  a  right  of  action  for  deceit  against  the  persons,  who,  with  knowledge  of 
the  fraud  and  with  intent  to  deceive,  put  it  into  circulation.  The  represen- 
tation was  made  to  each  person  comprehended  within  the  class  of  persons 
voT..   VII.  —36 
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who  were  designed  to  be  influenced  by  the  prosi:)ectus  ;  and  when  a  pro- 
spectus of  this  character  has  been  issued,  no  other  relation  or  privity  between 
the  parties  need  be  shown,  except  that  created  by  tlie  wrongful  and  fraudu- 
lent acts  of  the  defendants  in  issuing  or  circulating  the  prospectus,  and  the 
resulting  injury  to  the  plaintiff."  Citing  Clark  v.  Dixon,  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  458 ; 
Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Kish,  L,  R.,  2  Eng.  &  L-.  App.  100.  "It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say 
that  a  director  of  a  company  who  knowingly  issues  or  sanctions  the  circula- 
tion of  a  false  prospectus,  containing  untrue  statements  of  material  facts,  the 
natural  tendency  of  which  is  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  community,  and  to 
induce  the  public  to  purchase  its  stock,  is  responsible  to  those  who  are  in- 
jured thereby."  The  same  principle  is  declared  in  Bruff  v.  Mali,  36  New 
York,  200  :  "  The  defendants  having  issued  the  false  certificates  of  stock 
authenticated  by  them  as  genuine,  and  cast  them  upon  the  market  with 
fraudulent  intent,  are  liable  to  every  holder  to  whose  hands  they  may  come 
liy  fair  purchase."  To  the  same  effect,  Newbery  v.  Garland,  31  Barbour 
(New  York  Supreme  Ct.),  121,  citing  Baf/shaa-v.  Sei/mnur.  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.),  873. 
The  contrary  doctrine  of  Seizer  v.  Mali,  32  Barbour  (New  York  Supreme  Ct.), 
70  was  overruled  without  opinion  in  41  New  York,  619. 

In  IVatson  v.  Crandall,  7  Missouri  Appeals,  233  (affirmed  78  Missouri,  533), 
it  was  held  tliat  "  A.  is  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  false  representa- 
tions made  by  him  to  B.  and  upon  which  C.  acted,  to  his  loss,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  A.  intended  that  they  should  be  communicated  to  C,  and  acted 
upon  by  liini  in  the  manner  which  occasioned  the  loss."  The  Court  distin- 
guish Peek  V.  Gurney,  and  bring  the  case  within  the  second  rule  of  Peek  v. 
Gurney  (p.  413),  and  the  decision  in  Langridye  v.  Levy,  2  N.  &  W.  519,  as  a 
case  of  intention  dii'ected  to  the  particular  share-buyers  through  letters  ex- 
hibited by  a  third  pei'son  "to  allottees  selected  by  him,"  and  not  a  case  of 
mere  representations  addressed  to  the  public  at  large. 

In  Judge  Thompson's  new  and  great  treatise  on  Corporations,  Peek  v. 
Gurney  is  cited  (§  1471),  and  denounced  in  round  set  terms.  He  concludes  : 
"  It  is  a  subject  of  congratulation  that  a  doctrine  so  plainly  destitute  of  any 
foundation  in  reason  and  so  opposed  to  common  opinions  of  justice  and  busi- 
ness morality  has  not  obtained  a  foothold  in  tliis  country.  AVe  follow  the 
doctrine  of  the  overruled  decisions  in  England,  and  hold  it  is  not  necessary 
in  order  to  support  such  an  action  that  the  false  representations  were  made 
directly  to  the  plaintiff.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  they  were  contained  in  cir- 
culars, prospectuses,  or  other  advertisements,  with  a  view  of  influencing  the 
public  at  large,  or  any  member  of  the  public  who  might  be  influenced  by  them 
to  purchase  shares,  and  that  the  plaintiff  saw  them,  and  on  the  faith  of  the 
statements  contained  in  them  became  a  purchaser  of  sliares." 

Mr.  Pierce  adopts  the  same  view  of  the  American  authorities  (Railroads, 
p.  41),  citing  Peek  v.  Gurney  as  opposed :  "  Fraud  of  this  kind  may  be  com- 
mitted in  the  way  of  false  representations  in  a  prospectus  or  report  printed 
for  general  circulation.  Any  one,  who  relying  upon  such  false  representa- 
tions, purchases  like  stock  from  the  corporation  or  from  any  owner  tliereof, 
lias  a  right  of  action  against  any  one  or  more  directors  who  issued  or  sanc- 
tioned them  :  and  no  other  relation  or  privity  i)etween  the  parties  need  be 
sjiown." 
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Judge  Thompson  reprints  Peek  v.  Gurney  in  his  early  treatise  on  Liability 
of  Officers  and  Agents  of  Corporations,  with  some  remarks  upon  it,  at  p.  40.5, 
and  he  cites  Scott  v.  Dixon,  p.  528,  ante.  Of  Bedford  v.  Bagshaw,  4  H.  &  N. 
538,  he  says  :  "  This  case,  the  reader  must  be  reminded,  has  been  overruled  by 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Peek  v.  Gurney,  but  we  apprehend  that  it  is  a  good  illus- 
tration of  what  remains  the  law  of  this  country."  "  The  plaintiff  must  show 
some  direct  connection  between  the  act  of  the  directors  in  putting  forth  the 
false  representations,  and  the  influence  of  the  same  on  his  conduct  in  in- 
ducing him  to  become  an  allottee."  Citing  Peek  v.  Gurney.  "  But  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  support  such  an  action,  that  the  false  representations 
were  made  directly  to  the  plaintiff.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  they  were  con- 
tained in  circulars,  prospectuses,  or  other  advertisements,  with  the  view  of 
influencing  the  public  at  large,  or  any  member  of  the  public  wlio  might  be 
influenced  by  them,  to  purchase  shares ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  saw  them,  and, 
on  the  faith  of  the  statements  contained  in  them,  became  a  purchaser  of 
shares.  It  is  wholly  unnecessary  that  there  should  have  been  any  personal 
comnnuiication  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant."  Citing,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  foregoing  cases,  BartJiolemew  v.  Bentley,  15  Ohio,  659;  45  Am.  Dec. 
5!)<i,  in  which  the  Court  said  :  '•  Nor  is  it  material  that  there  should  have  been 
an  intention  to  defraud  the  plaintiff  in  particular.  If  there  was  a  general 
design  to  defraud  all  such  as  could  be  defrauded  by  taking  theii'  paper  issues, 
tlie  plaintiff'  may  maintain  this  suit,  provided  he  has  taken  the  paper  and 
suffers  from  the  fraud."     Citing  cases  of  false  recommendation. 

This  doctrine  finds  support  in  Eaton,  cVc.  Co  v.  A  eery,  83  New  York, 
31 ;  38  Am.  Rep.  389,  the  case  of  a  trader  making  false  and  fraudulent  state- 
ments to  a  mercantile  agency,  with  the  design  that  they  should  be  communi- 
cated to  persons  inquiring  concerning  his  responsibility,  the  Court  observing, 
"  It  is  not  essential  that  a  representation  should  be  addressed  directly  to  the 
party  who  seeks  a  remedy  for  having  been  deceived  and  defrauded  by  means 
thereof."     Citing  Bruffv.  Mali,  and  Morgan  \.  Skiddy,  supra. 
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RULE. 

It  is  the  province  of  the  memorandum  of  association  to 
state  the  objects  for  which  the  company  is  formed.  Where 
there  is  a  primary  object  clearly  stated,  and  other  objects 
stated  in  general  terms,  the  latter  must  be  construed  as 
auxiliary  to  the  former,  and  if  the  primary  object  fails,  the 
company  must  be  wound  up. 


564  CORPORATION.  —  PART   III. 

No.  28.  —  In  re  German  Date  Coffee  Company,  20  Ch.  D.  169,  170. 

In  re  German  Late  Coffee  Company. 

20  Ch.  D.  169-190  (s.  c.  51  L.  J.  Ch.  564,  46  L.  T.  321 :  30  W.  K.  717). 

Company.  — Memorundum  of  Association.  — Failure  of  Object  of  Coynpany. 

[169]  The  incinoranduin  of  association  of  a  coinpauy  stated  that  it  was  formed 
for  working  a  German  patent  which  had  been  or  would  be  granted 
for  manufacturing  coffee  from  dates,  and  also  for  obtaining  other  patents  for 
improvements  and  extensions  of  the  said  inventions  or  any  modifications  thert-of 
or  incident  thereto;  and  to  acquire  or  purchase  any  other  inventions  for  similar 
purposes,  and  to  import  and  export  all  descriptions  of  produce  for  the  purpose  of 
food,  and  to  acquire  or  lease  buildings  either  in  connection  with  tlie  above- 
mentioned  purposes  or  otherwise,  for  the  purposes  of  the  company. 

The  intended  German  patent  was  never  granted,  but  the  company  purchased 
a  Swedish  patent,  and  also  established  works  in  Hamburg,  where  they  made 
and  s<dd  coffee  made  from  dates  without  a  patent.  Many  of  the  shareholders 
withdrew  from  the  company  on  ascertaining  that  the  German  patent  could  not 
be  obtained  ;  but  the  large  majority  of  those  who  remained  desired  to  continue 
the  company,  which  was  in  solvent  circumstances. 

A  petition  having  been  presented  by  two  shareholders :  — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Kay,  J.),  that  the  substratum  of  the  company 
had  failed,  and  it  was  impossible  to  carry  nut  the  oljjects  for  which  it  was 
formed;  and  therefore  that  it  was  just  and  equitable  tliat  the  company  should  be 
wound  up,  although  the  petitit)n  was  presented  within  a  year  from  its  incorpo- 
ration. 

General  words  in  the  memorandum  of  association  following  a  .statement  of 
the  specific  objects,  must  be  read  as  ancillary  to  those  objects. 

This  was  a  petition  for  winding  up  the  German  Date  Coffee  Com- 
pany, Limited. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  16th  of  February,  1881,  with 
a  capital  of  £100,000,  in  shares  of  £1  each.  By  the  memorandum 
of  association  the  objects  of  the  company  were  stated  (so  far  as 
they  are  important  for  the  present  report)  to  be  — 

1.  To  acquire  and  purchase,  and  to  use,  exercise,  and  vend  certain 
inventions  for  manufacturing  from  dates  a  substitute  for  coffee,  for 
whicli  a  patent  has  or  will  be  granted  by  the  Empire  of  Germany 
to  Thomas  Frederick  Henley  ;  and  also  to  acquire  and  purchase  any 
other  patents  or  privileges  which  may  be  granted  to  the  said  Thomas 
Frederick  Henley,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  by  the 

said  Empire  of  Germany  ; 
[*  170]       *2.  To  make  and  use  the  said  inventions,  or  any  improve- 
ment therein,  or  modification  thereof  ; 

3.  To  adopt  and  carry  out  a  certain  agreement,  dated  the  IGth 
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of  February,  1881,  and  made  between  the  Date  Coffee  Company, 
Limited,  of  the  one  part,  and  Eichard  Hillier,  for  and  on  behalf  of 
tlie  company,  of  the  other  part ; 

4.  To  manufacture  and  sell  the  preparations  which  are  the  subject 
of  the  inventions ; 

5.  To  grant  licenses  for  the  manufacture  of  the  said  preparations 
and  the  sale  thereof; 

6.  To  apply  for  and  obtain  patents  for  improvements  in  or  exten- 
sions of  the  said  inventions,  or  any  modifications  thereof,  or  any 
matters  in  any  way  incidental  thereto ; 

7.  To  acquire,  by  purchase  or  otherwise,  and  to  use,  exercise, 
and  vend  any  other  inventions  for  the  above-mentioned  or  cognate 
purposes ; 

8.  To  import  all  descriptions  of  produce  for  the  purposes  of  food, 
and  the  exporting  of  the  same,  and  the  selling  and  disposing  thereof 
respectively  ;  and  to  acquire  by  purchase,  or  to  lease  or  hire  any 
land  and  buildings,  steam-engines,  &c.,  either  in  connection  with 
the  above-mentioned  purposes  or  otherwise,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
(■(tinpany  or  any  company  in  the  formation  of  which  the  company 
may  have  an  interest. 

The  agreement  of  the  16th  of  February,  1881,  referred  to  in  the 
memorandum,  was  for  the  sale  by  the  Date  Coffee  Company  to 
Hillier,  for  £50,000,  to  be  paid  partly  in  cash  and  partly  in  shares 
of  the  German  Company,  of  the  rights,  which  the  Date  Coffee 
Company  had,  by  an  agreement  dated  the  17th  of  January,  1881, 
purchased  from  T.  F.  Henley,  in  certain  patents  for  the  invention 
of  making  from  dates  a  substitute  for  coff'ee,  which  had  been  or 
should  be  obtained  by  him  in  the  Empire  of  Germany. 

The  German  Company  issued  a  prospectus  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  the  company  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and 
working  Henley's  German  patent  at  Frankfort,  to  manufacture  a 
partial  substitute  for  coffee  from  the  date  fruit.  On  the  prospectus 
was  printed  what  professed  to  be  a  copy  of  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion, in  which  the  first  object  of  the  company  was  stated  to  be  "to 
acquire  and  purchase,  and  to  use,  exercise,  and  vend  certain 
*  inventions  for  manufacturing  from  dates  a  substitute  for  [*  171] 
coff'ee,  for  which  a  patent  has  been  granted  by  the  Empire 
of  Germany  to  T.  F.  Henley,"  &c. 

At  the  time  when  the  company  was  formed  Henley  had  applied 
for  a  patent  in  the  Empire  of  Germany  for  his  inventions,  but  such 
patent  was  never  granted. 
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In  consequence  of  this  misrepre.sentation  some  of  the  shareholders 
surrendered  their  shares,  amounting  in  number  to  about  27,000, 
and  withdrew  from  the  company. 

On  the  12th  of  October,  1881,  another  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  the  German  Company  and  the  Date  Coffee  Company, 
by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  German  patent  had  been  refused, 
but  that  the  company  were  presenting  an  appeal  from  such  refusal, 
the  agreement  of  the  16th  of  February,  1881,  was  varied  by  the 
Date  Coffee  Company  agreeing  to  grant  to  the  German  Company,  in 
addition  to  the  German  patent,  if  obtained,  the  right  to  use  the 
inventions  patented  by  the  English  patent  in  Germany,  and  also  to 
assign  to  them  their  Swedish  patent  in  the  same  inventions  ;  and 
it  was  agreed  that  on  the  completion  of  such  grant  and  assignment 
the  £50,000,  payable  under  the  former  agreement  should  become 
payable  either  in  cash  or  shares,  at  the  option  of  the  Date  Coffee 
Company. 

This  agreement  was  brought  before  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders 
on  the  13th  of  October,  and  was  sanctioned  by  a  majority  represent- 
ing 8979  shares  against  2075. 

Two  actions  by  dissentient  shareholders  were  brought  to  restrain 
the  company  from  carrying  the  agreement  into  effect,  which  were 
still  pending. 

The  German  Company  had  expended  £3000  on  a  manufactory 
at  Hamburg,  and  it  was  stated  that  they  were  carrying  on  a  very 
profitable  business  there  in  making  coffee  from  dates,  though 
without  any  German  patent. 

The  appeal  against  the  refusal  of  the  German  patent  was 
unsuccessful. 

On  the  30th  of  January,  1882,  this  petition  was  presented  l)y 
two  shareholders,  one  of  whom  was  the  liolder  of  100  shares  and 
the  other  of  10  shares,  praying  for  the  winding-up  of  the  company 

on  the  ground  that  its  objects  had  entirely  failed. 
[*  172]  *The  company,  in  opposition  to  the  petition,  produced 
an  affidavit  by  Mr.  Gardiner,  a  patent  agent,  that  the  appli- 
cation for  a  patent  in  .Germany  had  been  renewed  on  the  21st  of 
September,  but  it  did  not  state  what  the  result  of  the  application 
was. 

The  petition  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Kay  on  the  15tli  of 
February,  1882. 

Homer,  Q.  C,  and  Beddall,  in  support  of  the  petition  :  — 
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The  object  for  which  this  company  was  formed  was  for  working 
a  patent  in  Germany,  which  was  to  be  obtained  to  manufacture 
coffee  from  dates.  That  was  the  main  object  or  substratum  for 
which  the  shareholders  subscribed  their  money,  and  the  German 
patent  cannot  be  procured.  They  never  joined  the  company  for 
the  purpose  of  manufacturing  date  coffee  without  a  patent.  This 
brings  our  case  within  Baring  v.  Dix,  1  Cox,  213  ;  1  E.  E.  23,  where 
it  was  no  longer  possible  to  carry  on  the  business  for  which  the 
partnership  was  formed.  In  In  re  Suhwhan  Hotel  Company,  L.  E.» 
2  Ch.  737,  750;  36  L.  J.  Ch.  710,  717,  Lord  Cairns  said,  "If  it 
were  shov/n  to  the  Court  that  the  whole  substratum  of  the  partner- 
ship, the  whole  of  the  business  which  the  company  was  incorpo- 
rated to  carry  on  has  become  impossible,  I  apprehend  that  the  Court 
might,  either  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  or  on  general  principles, 
order  the  company  to  be  wound  up."  This  company  ought,  there- 
fore, to  be  wound  up,  notwithstanding  that  a  majority  of  the 
shareholders  may  be  in  favour  of  continuing  the  company.  At  the 
meeting  of  shareholders  the  intention  there  expressed  was  to  carry 
on  the  company  for  the  sale  of  the  article  to  be  manufactured  with- 
out a  patent,  and  to  w^ork  a  patent  obtained  in  Denmark,  but  those 
objects  are  not  within  the  powers  of  this  company.  The  recent  case 
of  III  re  Haven  Gold  Mining  Company,  20  Ch.  D.  151  ;  51  L.  J.  Ch. 
242,  is  strongly  in  our  favour. 

Whitehorne,  Q.  C,  and  Cecil  Tennant,  for  shareholders  represent- 
ing 3353  shares,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Ince,  Q.  C,  and  Buckley,  for  the  company :  — 

We  are  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company  within  the  scope 
of  the  agreement,  and  wdth  the  approbation  of  a  very  large 
*  majority  of  the  shareholders.  The  company  is  empow-  [*  173] 
ered  to  work  certain  inventions  for  manufacturing  coffee 
from  dates  in  Germany,  and  this  w^e  may  do  without  obtaining  a 
patent  in  Germany.  Then  we  are  empowered  "  to  make  and  use 
the  inventions  or  improvements  or  modifications  thereof,"  and 
further  to  manufacture  and  sell  the  preparations,  and  to  acquire 
and  use,  exercise,  and  vend  any  other  inventions  for  the  above- 
mentioned  or  any  other  cognate  purposes,  and  to  import  all  descrip- 
tions of  produce  for  the  purpose  of  food,  and  export  the  same  re- 
spectively. And  we  have  power  to  purchase  land  and  buildings 
in  connection  with  the  objects  of  the  company.  So  that  in  fact 
there  are  many  objects  which  we  may  invest  the  money  upon,  with- 
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out  carrying  out  to  the  full  extent  all  the  purposes  for  which  the 
company  was  formed.  The  case  of  In  re  Langham,  Skating  Rinh 
Company  5  Ch.  D.  669 ;  46  L.  J.  Ch.  345,  is  an  authority  in  our 
favour,  where  a  winding-up  order  was  refused  on  the  ground  that 
tlie  company  intended  to  carry  out  a  small  portion  only  of  the 
original  object  for  which  it  was  formed.  In  re  Middle sborough 
Assemhhj  Rooms  Compantj,  14  Ch.  D.  104,  109  ;  49  L.  J.  Ch.  413, 
also  supports  this  view.  There  the  company  proposed  to  carry 
out  only  a  part  of  the  original  object,  and  four-fifths  of  the  share- 
holders opposed  a  winding-up,  and  Lord  Justice  James  said:  "We 
ought  not  to  disregard  the  wishes  of  so  large  a  majority  unless  we 
see  in  their  conduct  something  unreasonable,  something  like 
tyranny,  something  amounting  to  an  injury  of  which  the  minority 
have  a  right  to  complain."  At  the  meeting  held  by  this  company 
shareholders  representing  8979  shares  supported  the  resolution  to 
continue  the  business,  while  the  minority  represented  only  2075 
shares.  The  company  had  not  been  established  a  year  before  the 
l>etitinn  was  presented,  and  the  Act  contemplates  that  the  company 
should  have  a  year  to  perfect  their  arrangements. 

Freeman,  for  persons  representing  9980  shares,  opposed  the 
winding-up. 

Konier,  in  reply. 

Kay,  J. :  In  this  case  the  petition  is  presented  by  two 
[*  174]  shareholders  of  the  *  company,  one  of  whom  holds  100 
shares  and  the  other  ten,  for  a  winding-up  of  the  company, 
and  it  is  supported  by  a  sufficient  number  of  shareholders  to 
make  me  quite  sure  that  the  application  is  a  thoroughly  hona 
fide  one.  On  the  other  liand,  it  is  opposed  by  th«  company  and 
by  a  considerable  body  of  sliareliolders.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  company  has  passed  any  special  resolution  to  w^nd  up, 
liut  the  clause  upon  whieli  the  a))])lication  is  made  is  the  5th 
sub-section  of  sect  79,  whicli  is  worded  thus :  "  Whenever  the 
Court  is  of  opinion  tliat  it  is  just  and  equitable  that  the  com- 
pany should   be  wound  up." 

About  the  law  which  I  have  to  apply  to  this  case  there  really  can 
now  be  no  kind  of  doubt.  Long  ago,  in  the  case  of  Baring  v.  Dix, 
1  Cox,  213  ;  1  E.  R.  23,  the  Court  decided  it  would  dissolve  a  partner- 
si  lip  where  it  appeared  that  the  business  could  not  be  carried  on 
according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  partnership  articles,  although  one 
partner  objected.     In  that  case  the  partnership  had  been  instituted 
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for  spinning  cotton  under  a  patent.  The  patent  existed,  but  after 
several  attempts  the  invention  wholly  failed,  and  was  entirely 
given  up.  One  of  the  partners  declined  to  assent  to  the  dissolu- 
tion, whereupon  an  inquiry  was  directed  whether  the  co-partner- 
ship business  could  be  carried  on  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  articles  of  co-partnership.  Those  words  are  very 
important ;  they  were  referred  to  by  Lord  Cairns  in  the  Suburban 
Hotel  Company's  Case,  L.  R,  2  Ch.  737  ;  36  L.  J.  Ch.  710,  in  which  he 
gave  a  very  valuable  judgment  upon  what  jurisdiction  the  Court 
has,  to  order  a  winding-up  under  the  5th  sub-section  of  clause  79, 
when  the  circumstances  do  not  bring  the  case  within  the  other  sub- 
sections. He  refers  to  the  case  of  Baring  v.  Dix  with  approbation, 
and  he  says,  L.  E.,  2  Ch,  744 ;  36  L.  J.  Ch.  714  :  "  Now  if  I  may  ven- 
ture to  say  so,  I  entirely  concur  with  the  course  which  was  there 
taken.  That  was  a  case  which  manifestly  required  the  interposi- 
tion of  the  Court.  Two  persons  had  agreed,  not  to  manufacture 
cotton  generally,  but  to  join  in  working  under  a  particular  patent. 
The  sole  object  was  to  work  under  a  patent  supposed  to  l)e  valid 
at  the  time  that  the  partnership  was  entered  into.  It  turned  out 
to  be  wholly  invalid,  and  wholly  useless.  There  was  there- 
fore a  complete  destruction  of  the  *  subject-matter  on  which  [*  175] 
the  partnership  was  to  operate.  If  the  Court  were  satis- 
fied that  that  was  the  fact,  I  apprehend  that  it  would  be  entirely 
competent  to  the  Court  to  dissolve  the  partnership  against  the  will, 
either  of  the  majority,  or,  as  the  case  there  was,  of  one  of  two  part- 
ners." Then  he  refers  to  certain  other  cases,  and  finally  at  page 
750  he  says  this:  "It  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide  it,  but  if  it 
were  shown  to  the  Court  that  the  whole  substratum  of  the  partner- 
ship, the  whole  of  the  business  which  the  company  was  incorpo- 
rated to  carry  on,  has  become  impossible,  I  apprehend  that  the 
Court  mioht,  either  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  or  on  general 
principles,  order  the  company  to  be  wound  up.  But  what  I  am 
prepared  to  hold  is  this,  that  this  Court,  and  the  winding-up 
process  of  the  Court,  cannot  be  used,  and  ought  not  to  be  used, 
as  the  means  of  evoking  a  judicial  decision  as  to  the  probable  suc- 
cess or  non-success  of  a  company  as  a  commercial  speculation." 

There  came  later  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  another  case  which 
was  decided  upon  the  same  principle,  the  Haven  Gold  Mining 
Company,  20  Ch.  D.  151  ;  51  L.  J.  Ch.  242.  By  the  memorandum 
of  association  of  tliat  company  it  was  stated  that  the  objects  for 
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which  the  company  was  established  were  to  purchase,  hire, 
lease,  and  otherwise  acquire  mines  and  minerals,  property,  lands, 
or  hereditaments  in  New  Zealand,  or  elsewhere,  or  any  estate, 
interests,  rights,  or  privileges  over  any  'such  mines  which  may 
he  deemed  necessary  or  advisable  for  the  purposes  of  the  com- 
pany, and  more  particularly  to  carry  out  an  agreement  of  the 
24th  of  December,  1880,  between  Hance  of  the  one  part,  and  a 
trustee  for  the  company  of  the  other  part ;  then  to  hire  machinery 
to  work  and  maintain  the  works  of  the  company,  to  erect  or  hire 
smelting  works,  and  to  purchase  ores  from  other  persons,  and  other 
mines  and  mining  companies,  and  to  manufacture,  smelt,  and  dress 
such  ores,  minerals,  and  produce,  to  subscribe  to  any  undertaking 
offering  facilities  for  the  purpose  of  tlie  company,  to  hold  shares  in 
companies,  to  acquire  patent  rights,  to  lend  money  on  deposit,  and 
so  on.  The  terms  of  the  memorandum  were,  "  To  purchase,  hire, 
lease,  or  otherwise  acquire  mines  and  mineral  properties,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  in  New  Zealand  or  elsewhere,"  and  in  particu- 
lar to  carry  out  a  certain  agreement.  It  turned  out  that 
[*  176]  *  the  so-called  agreement  was  utterly  valueless,  being  an 
agreement  to  hand  over  a  concession  which  in  point  of  fact 
Avas  no  concession ;  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  determined  in  that 
case,  where  the  objects  of  the  company  were  far  wider  than  they 
are  here,  that  as  the  agreement  entirely  failed,  and  the  company 
was  not  in  fact,  as  I  gather,  carrying  on  or  attempting  to  carry  on 
any  other  business,  but  was  trying  to  better  their  original  conces- 
sion, and  so  to  acquire  the  mine  which  the  agreement  really  did 
not  give  them,  that  practically  the  whole  substratum  of  that  com- 
pany had  failed,  and  following  entirely  (as  I  understand  their  judg- 
ment) Lord  Caihxs'  dictum  in  the  Suhurhdu  Hotel  Company'' s  case, 
they  considered  that  the  substratum  liad  in  fact  completely  failed, 
and  the  company  ought  to  be  wound  up ;  and  the  Master  of  the 
EoLLS  in  his  judgment  says  :  "  I  liave  not  forgotten  there  are  general 
wf/rds  in  the  memorandum  of  association  extending  the  right  to 
work  mineral  ])roperty  generally,  but  the  object  of  the  company, 
or  the  special  object  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  is  to  work 
this  gold  mine,  and  the  point  we  have  to  consider  is  whether  there 
is  any  mine  at  all  as  to  which  the  company  lias  a  title,  or  a  contract 
which  may  eventuate  in  a  title."  Then  he  says  later  on  that  he 
tliinks.  there  was  no  title,  and  lie  says:  ""Well,  tlien,  is  it  to  bo  tol- 
erated that  the  majority  of  the  shareholders  shall  bind  the  minority 
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to  go  on  when  they  have  no  title  at  all,  merely  because  they  think 
it  possible  they  may  get  a  title  ? "  And  then  he  refers  to  instruc- 
tions given  to  the  person  who  was  to  negotiate,  and  says:  "At 
]  resent  there  is  no  negotiation  and  no  reasonable  prospect  of 
obtaining  the  mine  from  any  one." 

Therefore  the  law  so  far  is  established  thus,  that  if  the  w^iole 
substratum  of  the  company  is  gone,  it  is  within  sect.  79  "just  and 
e([uitable  "  that  the  company  should  be  wound  up.  But  then  on 
the  other  side  of  the  line  comes  the  Langham  Skating  Rink  Com- 
puny,  and  that  case  shows  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn.  There 
tlie  object  of  the  company  was  the  construction  or  adaptation  of 
any  building  or  premises  as  a  skating  rink,  club,  house,  or  place 
of  public  or  private  entertainment,  and  there  was  no  special 
agreement  mentioned  in  the  memorandum,  and  no  particular 
property  pointed  at,  but  there  was  afterwards  by  a  prospectus  a 
statement  that  a  site  had  been  purchased  facing  the 
Langham  Hotel,  and  *  that  when  the  block  was  pulled  [*  177] 
down  a  rink  would  be  erected  upon  it.  That  scheme  failed, 
and  the  company  determined  to  do  something  much  less  than  their 
original  scheme  ;  namely,  to  build,  not  the  original  rink,  but  a 
small  rink  upon  a  portion  of  the  premises  which  they  had  acquired, 
and  which  could  be  done  at  less  cost,  and  the  shareholders  applied 
to  have  the  company  wound  up.  In  that  case  the  company  were 
actually  doing  that  which  the  memorandum  contemplated,  there 
was  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  main  purpose  contemplated  by 
the  memorandum  had  failed  at  all.  The  attempt  tliere  was  to 
make  out  that  the  main  purpose  —  the  wdiole  substratum  of  the 
company  —  had  failed.  That  argument  did  not  succeed,  because 
what  the  company  were  doing  was  strictly  in  every  sense  of  the 
word  in  conformity  with  the  memorandum,  and  although  it  was  a 
less  thing  than  they  intended  to  do  originally,  as  the  prospectus 
showed,  still  the  question,  whether  it  was  to  be  done  or  not,  was 
precisely  one  of  those  questions  on  which  the  majority  of  the  com- 
pany had  a  right  to  bind  tlie  minority.  I  think  that  shows  very 
plainly  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn,  and  I  take  the  line  to  be 
this,  that  where  on  tlie  face  of  the  memorandum  you  see  there  is 
a  distinct  purpose  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  company,  then, 
although  the  memorandum  may  contain  other  general  words  which 
include  the  doing  of  other  objects,  those  general  words  must  be 
read  a-  bein"  ancillarv  to  that  which  the  memorandum  shows  to 
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be  the  main  purpose,  and  if  the  main  purpose  fails  and  fails 
altogether,  then,  within  the  language  of  Lord  Cairxs  in  the  Subur- 
ban Hotel  Compcmys  case,  and  within  the  decision  of  Baring  v. 
Die,  the  substratum  of  the  association  fails. 

With  that  understanding  of  the  law  I  come  to  the  question 
which  I  have  to  decide  here,  which  is  a  question  so  near  the  line 
that  it  is  a  little  troublesome  to  decide  upon  which  side  of  the  line 
it  comes.  In  this  case  the  name  of  the  company  is  the  German 
Date  Coffee  Company  Limited,  and  the  name  seems  to  me  to  be 
rather  material  in  determining  what  the  real  object  and  purpose  of 
the  company  was.  The  memorandum  states  the  objects  of  the 
company  to  be  "  to  acquire  and  purchase,  and  tu  use,  exercise, 

and  vend  certain  inventions  for  manulacturing  from  dates 
[*178]  a  *  substitute   for  coffee,   for  which  a  patent  has  or  will 

be  granted  by  the  Empire  of  Germany."  I  pause  there, 
because  it  has  been  said  that  may  be  read  in  two  ways,  —  that  you 
may  read  tlie  first  part  as  meaning  to  acquire  an  invention,  and 
the  rest  of  it  as  a  merely  incidental  statement  that  a  patent  will 
be  granted.  Of  course  the  observation  occurs  at  once  that  it  is 
one  thing  for  the  comj^any  to  work  in  Germany  a  German  patent, 
and  a  very  different  thing  to  form  a  company  to  work  in  Germany 
an  invention  for  which  there  is  no  patent,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever  that  this  first  clause  of  the  memorandum  means  to 
acquire  and  purchase  a  patented  invention,  an  invention  foi-  which 
a, patent  has  been  or  will  be  granted.  Pleading  the  whuli'  of  that 
clause  together,  I  have  no  doubt  at  all  it  means  to  purchase  and 
work  an  invention  patented  in  Germany.  The  other  words  also 
seem  to  me  to  confirm  that  meaning,  because  the  same  clause  goes 
on,  "  and  also  to  acquire  and  purchase  any  other  patents  or  privi- 
leges which  may  be  granted  to  Henley  by  the  Empire  of  Ger- 
many ; "  so  that  I  read  the  first  clause  as  being  a  clause  which 
makes  at  any  rate  the  first  object  of  the  company  the  ac([uisition 
and  working  of  an  invention  patented  in  Germany.  Then  the 
second  is  this,  "  to  make  and  use  tlie  said  inventions."  What  are 
tlie  said  inventions?  They  are  the  inventions  patented  in  (Ger- 
many, or  improvements  thereon,  or  modifications  tlicrcof.  It  is 
said,  if  I  read  the  second  clause  as  meaning  patented  inventions,  it 
is  tautologous  and  useless.  I  admit  there  is  a  certain  amount  of 
tautology,  but  it  is  not  entirely  useless,  because  there  is  a  sufficient 
purpose  for  the  second  clause  in  those  words,  "  or  any  improve- 


E.G.  VOL.  VII. J       SECT.  II.  —  PKOSPECTUS,    MEMORANDUM,    ETC.  573 

No.  28.  —  In  re  German  Date  Coffee  Company,  20  Ch.  D.  178,  179. 

ment  therein  or  modification  thereof,"  and  I  think  that  is  the 
meaning;.  I  should  be  slow  to  say  that  this  second  clause  means 
to  make  and  use  the  said  inventions,  whether  patented  or  not, 
which  is  the  construction  it  is  argued  I  ought  to  adopt,  because  it 
would  be  very  easy  if  that  was  the  meaning  to  say  so  in  unmistak- 
able words,  and  without  plainer  words  I  do  not  think  myself  at 
liberty  to  consider  the  clause  as  meaning  to  use  the  said  inventions 
wliether  they  are  patented  or  not.  Then  what  follows  in  the  third 
clause  is,  "  to  adopt  and  carry  out  a  certain  agreement,"  which  is 
described,  and  to  which  I  will  refer  presently.  The  fourth  is,  "  to 
manufacture  and  sell  the  preparations  which  are  the  sub- 
ject of  the  said  inventions,  *or  any  or  either  of  them."  [*  179] 
That  fjrima  facie  means  to  manufacture  and  sell  the  prep- 
arations which  are  the  subject  of  the  patented  invention.  I  think 
that  ambiguity,  if  ambiguity  there  is,  is  removed  by  the  fifth 
clause,  which  clause  is  to  this  effect:  "to  grant  licenses  for  the 
manufacture  of  the  said  preparations : "  clearly  showing  that  the 
draughtsman,  by  "  preparations,"  meant  preparations  made  under 
the  patent.  The  sixth  is,  "  to  apply  for  and  obtain  jjatents  for 
improvements  .in  or  extensions  of  the  said  inventions,  or  any 
modification  thereof,  or  any  matters  in  any  way  incidental 
tliereto."  The  seventh  is,  "  to  acquire,  by  purchase  or  otherwise, 
and  to  use,  exercise,  and  vend  any  other  inventions  for  the  above- 
mentioned  or  cognate  purposes."  Then  the  eighth  is,  "  to  import 
all  descriptions  of  produce  for  the  purposes  of  food,  and  the  export- 
ing of  the  same  respectively  from  such  countries  and  the  selling 
and  disposing  thereof,  and  to  acquire  and  obtain  by  purchase,  or  to 
lease  or  hire,  and  so  on,  any  land  and  buildings,  &c.,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  above-mentioned  purposes,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
company,  or  any  company  in  the  formation  of  which  this  company 
may  have  an  interest."  Then,  to  .sell,  lease,  or  otherwise  dispose  or 
mortgage  the  patent  rights,  lands,  premises,  &c.,  of  the  company, 
and  to  invest  the  capital  of  the  company  in  building  on  these  lands, 
and  so  on.  As  no  stress  has  been  laid  upon  any  of  the  subsequent 
clauses  of  the  memorandum,  I  need  not  read  them  further. 

I  cannot  really  doubt  that  the  meaning  of  this  memorandum  is 
that  the  first  purpose,  the  main  object  of  the  company,  is  to 
acquire  an  invention  patented  in  Germany,  and  to  work  that 
invention,  and  that  it  is  not  to  acquire  an  invention  which  is  not 
patented,  and  if  I  had  any  doubt  I  am  at  liberty  to  look  to  the 
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agreement  mentioned  in  the  memorandum  in  order  to  clear  up  that 
doubt,  and  when  I  look  to  the  agreement  I  find  it  wa.s  made  the 
same  day  the  company  was  formed,  and  is  between  another  com- 
pany, an  English  company,  whicli  had  been  formed  to  work  an 
English  patent  for  the  same  invention,  and  one  Hillier,  as  trustee 
for  what  is  called  the  German  Date  Coffee  Company.  After  re- 
citing that  Henley  had  applied  for  a  German  patent,  the  agree- 
ment  witnesses  "  that   Hillier  shall  purchase   from    the   English 

Date  Coffee  Company  the  said  letters  patent  in  and  for 
[*  180]   the  Empire  of  Germany,  *  and  also  all  improvements,  if 

any,  which  may  be  thereafter  made  or  discovered  therein, 
or  additions  thereto,  and  the  benefit  of  any  further  letters  patent 
which  may  be  obtained  for  such  improvement,  and  any  extensions 
thereof,"  and  the  consideration  for  the  said  purchase  was  to  le 
X 50,000.  There  is  nothing  in  this  agreement  1  believe  which 
gives  to  the  German  Date  Coffee  Company  anything  in  the  nature 
of  license  or  power  to  work  this  invention,  supposing  the  Englisli 
Company  could  give  such  a  right  without  a  jiatent  in  Germany. 
The  whole  thing  contemplates  the  assignment  for  £50,000  to  the 
German  Date  Cofi'ee  Company  of  a  patent  procurexl  or  to  be  pro- 
cured in  Germany  for  a  particular  invention,  and  any  subsequent 
patent  that  might  be  obtained  for  improvements  in  Germany. 
Looking  at  that,  I  cannot  doubt  for  one  moment  what  the  mean- 
ing of  this  memorandum  was.  They  had  no  agreement  whatever 
to  work  any  invention  in  Germany  except  the  German  patent. 
That  was  the  thing  which  was  comprised  in  the  agreement  men- 
tioned in  that  memorandum.  Afterwards  there  were  attempts 
made  to  get  the  patent  in  Germany,  which  did  not  succeed. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  now,  if  ever  there  was  any  doubt,  since  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  the  Ashhury  Railway  Carriage  Coiii'pany 
v.  RicU,  L.  li.,  7  H.  L.  653 ;  44  L.  J.  Ex.  185 ;  2  R  C.  304,  what  is 
the  effect  of  the  memorandum  of  a  joint-stock  company.  Lord 
Cairns,  in  his  judgment  in  that  ca.se,  to  which  we  have  so  often 
had  to  refer,  says  this  (L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  667;  44  L.  J.  Ex.  196 ;  2  R.  C. 
316);  "  With  regard  to  the  memorandum  of  association,  your  Lord- 
sliips  will  find,  as  has  often  already  been  pointed  out,  although  it 
appears  somewhat  to  have  been  overlooked  in  the  present  case, 
that  that  is  as  it  were  the  charter,  and  defines  tlie  limitation  of  the 
powers  of  a  company  to  be  established  under  the  Act.  With 
regard  to  the  articles  of  association,  those  articles  play  a  part  sub- 
sidiary to  tlie  niemoriindum  of  association." 
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Therefore  I  must  look  to  the  memorandum  aud  the  memoran- 
dum only,  to  know  what  is  the  charter  of  the  German  Date  Coffee 
Company,  and  what  are  the  objects  and  purposes  of  its  formation. 

Passiuu  on  from  the  first  agreement  it  seems  that  other  a^ree- 
ments  from  time  to  time  were  made,  and  I  notice  incidentally,  not 
in  the  least  as  influencing  the  conclusion  to  which  I  come,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  a  narrative  of  what  took  place,  that 
a  *  prospectus  was  issued  in  February,  1881,  which  began  [*  181] 
by  stating,  "  The  company  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  and  working  Henley's  German  patent  at  Frankfort,  to 
manufacture  a  partial  substitute  for  coffee  from  the  date  fruit," 
and  the  prospectus  had  printed  upon  it  what  was  alleged  to  he  a 
copy  of  the  memorandum  of  association  of  the  German  Company, 
but  instead  of  stating  the  first  object  in  the  terms  of  the  mem- 
orandum, it  stated  the  object  to  be  "  to  acquire  and  purchase  and 
to  use,  exercise,  and  vend  certain  inventions  for  manufacturing 
from  dates  a  substitute  for  coffee,  for  which  a  patent  has  been 
granted  by  the  Empire  of  Germany."  It  seems  because  that  state- 
ment was  not  true  many  shareholders  applied  to  be  relieved  from 
their  contracts  as  shareholders,  and  the  company  felt  themselves 
bound  to  accept  the  surrender  of  a  great  number  of  shares.  After 
that,  as  there  was  some  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  patent  from  Ger- 
many, modifications  of  the  agreement  were  made,  one  dated  the 
13th  of  ilay,  1881,  which  I  need  not  dwell  upon,  when  they  con- 
templated that  letters  patent  would  be  eventually  granted  by  the 
Empire  of  Germany,  and  another  agreement,  which  I  must  refer 
to.  It  seems  by  that  agreement,  dated  the  12tli  of  October,  1881, 
which  was  made  between  the  English  Company  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  German  Company  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  what 
had  taken  place  and  the  efforts  to  obtain  a  patent  in  Germany,  it 
was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  English  Company  should 
grant  to  the  German  Company  "  the  sole  use  and  exclusive  license, 
power,  and  authority,  so  far  as  they  can  grant  the  same,  to  make, 
use,  manufacture,  sell,  lease,  license,  or  let,  in  and  for  the  Empire 
of  Germany,  all  the  inventions  patented  for  and  in  the  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland."  What  power  had  the  English  Com- 
pany to  grant  the  English  patent  to  be  used  in  Germany  ?  The 
English  patent  gives  them  no  exclusive  right  to  use  the  invention 
in  Germany,  and  without  any  such  attempted  license  the  German 
Company  might  have  used  tlie  invention  in  Germany  as  much  as 
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they  liked.  Then  it  went  on  :  "  The  company  shall,  if  and  when 
the  result  of  the  a})peal  against  the  refusal  to  grant  such  letters 
patent  shall  ultimately  be  successful,  and  the  said  letters  patent  be 
granted  and  issued  to  the  company,  forthwith  duly  assign 
[*  182]  and  make  over  the  same  to  the  German  Company."  *  Then 
it  provides  tliat  the  company  shall  duly  assign  to  the 
German  Company  all  or  any  patents  now  or  hereafter  to  be  applied 
for  without  any  payment  whatever,  and  then  that  they  would 
assign  to  the  German  Company  at  once  the  Swedish  patent  and  all 
rights  possessed  or  enjoyed  by  the.ni  by  reason  of  the  possession  or 
ownership  of  such  Swedish  patent,  and  that  the  German  Company 
should  upon  the  execution  of  the  grant  mentioned  in  clause  1 
{which,  so  far  as  I  understand,  was  a  perfectly  nugatory  grant)  and 
the  assignment  mentioned  in  clause  4  (which  was  the  assignment 
of  the  Swedish  patent),  for  the  same  invention  pay  the  sum  of 
£50,000.  That  agreement  it  seems  was  brought  before  a  meeting 
<_if  the  shareholders,  and  at  that  meeting  sanction  was  obtained  to 
the  agreement  upon  tlie  lolh  of  October.  There  were  8979  votes 
for  adopting  the  agreement  and  2075  against  it,  and  it  bound  the 
company  to  pay  £50,000  for  a  perfectly  nugatory  grant  of  a 
license  to  use  an  English  patent  in  Germany,  and  for  the  assign- 
ment of  a  Swedish  patent  which  would  be  of  no  more  use  in  Ger- 
many than  an  English  patent.  Two  actions  were  brouglit  to 
restrain  the  company  from  entering  on  the  agreement,  and  the 
company,  upon  an  interlocutory  motion,  undertook  not  to  carry  out 
any  part  of  that  agreement. 

What  remains  is  this.  It  is  said  the  company  have  works 
in  Hamburg,  which  they  acquired  when  they  hoped  to  obtain  the 
German  patent,  and  that  there  they  are  carrying  on  some  manu- 
facture of  date  coffee,  but  of  course  not  under  a  German  patent, 
because  they  have  not  got  the  German  patent.  I  must  add  to  the 
narrative  which  I  have  given  up  to  this  point,  that  the  hope  of 
getting  the  German  patent  seems  to  be  very  small,  because  the 
appeal  against  the  determination  not  to  grant  it  has  been  tried  and 
has  failed,  and  I  do  not  know  tliat  there  is  any  further  appeal 
possible.  Therefore  I  must  take  it  upon  these  materials  that  it  is 
entirely  out  of  the  question  that  any  German  patent  can  be  obtained. 

Now  the  question  is  under  which  class  of  authorities  does  this 
case  come.  Does  it  come  under  the  class  of  which  the  Langham 
i<katin(j  Rink  is  an  example,  or  under  the  class  of  which  the  Sub- 
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urban  Hotel  and  the  Haven  Gold  Mining  Company  are  examples  ? 
I  must  answer  that  by  these  considerations.  Here  it  is 
teyond  all  *  question  that  the  German  patent  is  not,  and  [*  183] 
I  must  take  it  now  cannot  be  obtained.  Certainly,  accord- 
ing to  the  memorandum  of  association  of  this  company,  the  acqui- 
sition of  a  German  patent  and  working  under  it  was  the  main  and 
principal  object  of  the  existence  of  this  German  Date  Coffee  Com- 
pany. Any  other  thing  in  the  memorandum, if  there  beany,  seems 
to  be  subsidiary  and  auxiliary  only  to  that  object  of  working  a  Ger- 
man patent.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  case  comes  within 
the  Suhurhan  Hotel  Company's  case  and  the  Haven  Gold  Mining 
case,  rather  than  that  of  the  Lanyliarn  Skating  Rink,  and  that  this 
is  a  case  in  which  that  which  is  or  rather  was  to  be,  the  substratum, 
the  main  object  of  the  company,  to  which  all  other  objects  are  merely 
subsidiary  and  auxiliary,  namely,  the  obtaining  of  a  German  patent 
for  a  particular  invention,  has  completely  failed.  Therefore,  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  a  case  in  which  it  would  be  beyond  the  purposes  of 
this  company  to  carry  on  the  business  which  they  now  propose  to 
carry  on,  and  that  I  ought  to  regard  the  wish  of  the  minority,  who 
say  w6  decline  to  be  involved  in  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  which 
was  really  not  contemplated  by  the  memorandum  of  association  at  all. 

But  then  it  is  said  another  patent  has  been  obtained,  namely, 
the  Swedish  patent.  It  seems  almost  ludicrous  to  imagine  that 
the  German  Company,  a  company  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  business  in  Germany,  can  say  that  it  has  taken  any  steps 
towards  the  accomplishment  of  that  object  by  obtaining  a  Swedish 
^patent  for  the  same  invention.  I  look  to  the  memorandum  of 
association  again,  and  the  only  clause  under  which  it  is  pretended 
to  justify  that  acquisition  of  the  Swedish  patent,  which  is  only 
obtained,  if  at  all,  under  the  agreement  of  the  12th  of  October,  1881, 
is  the  7th  clause,  and  the  7th  clause  is  this :  "  To  acquire  by  pur- 
chase or  otherwise,  and  to  use,  exercise,  and  vend  any  other  inven- 
tions for  the  above-mentioned  or  cognate  purposes."  The  Swedish 
patent  is  not  another  invention,  but  it  is  another  patent  for  the  same 
invention  in  another  country,  and  I  think  it  would  be  entirely 
ultra  vires  to  acquire  the  Swedish  patent. 

The  absurdity  of  giving    .£50,000  for  a  Swedish  patent 
and  for  a   *  license  under  the  English  patent  to  enable  the   [*  184] 
German  Company  to  make  coffee  in  Germany  is  too  glaring 
to  need  any  comment  at  all. 
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I  therefore  think  the  whole  substratum  of  the  company  has  failed, 
and  tliat  the  authorities  I  have  referred  to  are  sulhcient  not  only 
to  authorise  but  to  oblige  the  Court  to  put  a  stop  to  the  further 
proceedings  of  this  company,  which  will,  in  my  opinion,  be  neither 
more  nor  less  than  employing  moneys  obtained  from  the  share- 
holders, in  carrying  on  a  business  which  practically  is  not  author- 
ised by  the  memorandum  of  association.  I  therefore  make  the 
usual  winding-up  order.  No  order  as  to  costs,  except  that  the 
company  will  take  their  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  company  appealed.  The  appeal  was 
heard  on  the  24tli  of  February,  1882. 

Ince,  Q.  C,  and  Buckley,  for  the  appellants,  urged  the  same  argu- 
ments as  in  the  Court  below.  They  referred  to  In  re  Suburban 
Hotel  Company,  L.  E.,  2  Ch.  737  ;  36  L.  J.  Ch.  710 ;  In  re  Langham 
Skating  Rinh  Company,  5  Ch.  D.  669  ;  46  L.  J.  Ch.  345. 

Freeman,  for  the  shareholders  supporting  the  appeal. 

Eomer,  Q.  C,  and  Beddall,  for  the  petitioners ;  and 

Whitehorne,  Q.  C,  and  Cecil  Tennant,  for  shareholders  support- 
ing the  winding-up  order,  were  not  called  on. 

Jessel,  M.  E.  :  — 

This  company,  in  my  opinion,  was  formed,  as  the  directors  stated 
in  their  prospectus,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  working 
Henley's  German  patent  at  Frankfort,  for  the  manufacture  of  a 
partial  substitute  for  coffee  from  the  date  fruit.  Of  course,  I  do 
not  use  the  prospectus  for  the  purpose  of  interpreting  the  memo- 
randum of  association,  T  only  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  my  construction  is  probably  correct,  because  it  is  the  con- 
struction adopted  by  the  chairman  and  directors  of  the 
[*  185]  *  company  after  its  incori)oration,  and  before  they  issued 
the  prospectus  inviting  the  public  to  come  in.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  in  construing  a  document  to  read  it  and  to 
ascertain  its  meaning  fairly  from  the  contents  of  it,  but  it  is 
always  a  satisfaction  to  me  when  I  find  my  construction  of  a 
contract  is  that  which  is  adopted  by  every  party  to  it. 

The  company  is  stated  to  be  registered  for  several  objects.  The 
first  object  is  to  acquire  a  German  patent  granted  to  one  Henley 
for  manufacturing  from  dates  a  substitute  for  coffee.  The  second 
is  to  make  and  use  the  same  invention  or  any  improvement  of  it. 
That  refers  to  the  German  patent.  The  memorandum  is  tauto- 
logous,  an   observation  which  need  not  be  confined  to  this  memo- 
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randuin,  —  it  is  very  common  as  regards  all  memorandums  of 
association.  The  third  object  is  to  adopt  and  carry  out  an  agree- 
ment dated  the  16th  of  February,  1881.  When  we  come  to 
look  at  that,  it  is  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  German  patent. 
Article  4  is  to  manufacture  and  sell  the  preparations  which  are 
the  subject  of  the  said  invention.  That  is  pure  tautology.  Nu- 
body  has  been  able  to  suggest  that  there  is  anything  there  which 
is  not  included  in  Articles  1  and  2.  Article  5  is  to  grant 
licenses.  Of  course,  if  you  have  no  patent  you  cannot  grant 
licenses.  Article  6  is  to  apply  for  and  obtain  patents  for  im- 
provements or  extensions  of  the  said  invention,  and  so  on. 
Article  7  is  to  acquire  and  purchase,  or  otherwise  to  use,  exer- 
cise, and  vend,  any  other  inventions  for  the  above-mentioned  or 
cognate  subject.  All  those  are  merely  ancillary  provisions.  Then 
there  is  article  8,  which  I  read  to  be  this,  to  import  all  descrip- 
tions of  produce,  in  connection  with  the  above-mentioned  purpose, 
or  otherwise  for  the  purposes  of  the  company.  It  never  can 
mean  to  import  and  export  food  produce  generally.  That  would 
be  making  it  a  company  for  an  entirely  new  and  distinct  purpose. 
The  other  reading  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  more  grammatical  reading 
of  the  two  ;  but  whether  it  is  so  or  not,  it  is,  I  think,  the  correct 
reading,  and  is  merely  ancillary.  That  being  so,  it  appears  to  me 
that  this  memorandum,  when  fairly  read,  and  notwithstanding  the 
rather  loose  use  of  general  words,  is  simply  to  buy  this  patent, 
and  to  work  it  either  with  or  without  improvements.  That  is  the 
substance  of  the  whole  thing. 

*  Now  what  happened  was  this.  I  have  no  reason  to  [*  1S6] 
doubt  that  the  framers  of  the  memorandum  and  articles 
believed  that  they  would  obtain  the  German  patent,  for  they  said, 
"  for  which  a  patent  has  or  will  be  granted  by  the  Empire  of  Ger- 
many." But  they  were  a  little  too  sanguine,  and  they  cannot 
complain  if,  like  other  prophets,  their  prophecies  are  sometimes  not 
verified  by  the  result.  It  turned  out  that  the  German  Empire 
would  not  grant  the  patent.  AVhen  that  happened  what  ought 
they  to  have  done  ?  Surely  they  ought  to  have  said,  "  We  cannot 
carry  on  business,  and  we  must  wind  up;"  and  that  is  exactly 
v.-hat  Mr.  Justice  Kay  ordered  to  be  done.  There  is  an  interim 
matter  which  ought  not  to  be  forgotten.  A  large  number,  in  fact 
the  majority  of  the  applicants  for  shares,  had  their  names  taken 
off  on  the  ground  of  deception.  They  understood  there  was  a 
patent  wlien  there  was  not,  and  the  number  of  shareholders  left  is 
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very  small, —  holding  something  like  13,000  shares  in  all, —  a  very 
different  comi)any  from  the  original  company,  which  was  foiined 
with  100,000  shares.  Then  it  turns  out  that  the  company  has, 
quite  honCt  fide,  in  anticipation  of  the  granting  of  the  German 
j)atent,  established  at  Ham])urg  a  factory  for  the  manufacture  of 
this  substance  called  date  coffee,  and  they  say  they  have  sold 
a  good  deal  of  it  and  are  doing  a  prosperous  trade.  They  have  also 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  parent  company,  an  English 
company  called  the  Date  Coffee  Company,  by  which  that  company 
has  agreed  not  to  compete  with  this  company  in  Germany. 
I  ought  also  to  refer  to  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Gardiner,  who  says 
that  he  applied  in  September  for  a  patent  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Henley, 
but  he  does  not  say  that  he  obtained  it,  and  I  therefore  assume 
that  for  some  reason  or  other  it  was  refused.  This  application, 
whatever  the  result  may  ha\e  been,  appears  to  me  no  ground  for 
varying  the  order  which  has  been  made.  That  being  so,  it  seems 
to  me,  as  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below  said,  the  whole 
substratum  of  the  company  is  gone.  Its  business  was  not  to  make 
a  substitute  for  coffee  from  dates,  but  to  work  a  German  patented 
invention  in  Germany  ;  to  work  it  under  the  monopoly  granted  by 
the  German  Government  to  the  patentee,  and  not  to  enter  into  any 
such  business  generally.  Therefore  the  shareholders  have  a  right 
to  say,  and  the  minority  of  the  shareholders  have  a  right 
[*  187]  to  say,  "We  did  *  not  enter  into  partnership  on  these 
,  terms."     It  is  exactly  like  Baring  v.  Dix,  1  Cox,  213  ;  1  R. 

R.  23.  It  was  not  a  general  partnership  to  make  a  substitute  for 
coffee  from  dates,  but  to  work  a  particular  patent,  and  as  that  partic- 
ular patent  does  not  exist,  and  cannot  now  exist,  they  are  entitled 
to  say  the  company  ought  to  be  wound  up. 

It  appears  to  me  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  has 
arrived  at  the  riglit  conclusion,  and  tliat  this  appeal  ought  to  be 
dismissed.  If  the  full  effect  of  the  general  words  is  allowed  they 
might  carry  on  any  business  whatever. 

Baggallay,  L.  J. :  — 

I  am  of  tlie  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
principle  involved  in  the  decision  of  In  re  Suburban  Hotel  Com.- 
loanif,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  737,  742  ;  36  L.  J.  Ch.  710,  717,  by  Lord  Cairns 
amounts  to  this,  tliat  if  you  have  proof  of  the  impossibility  of 
carrying  on  tlie  business  contemplated  by  the  company  at  the 
time  of  its  formation,  that  is  a  sullicicnt  ground  for  winding  up  the 
company.     Therefore  the  question   arises  in  the  present  case,  is 
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there  an  impossibility  of  carrying  out  the  objects  of  the  company  ? 
I  cannot  entertain  any  doubt,  having  regard  to  the  memorandum 
of  association,  and  the  view  I  take  of  the  memorandum  is  verified 
by  the  surrounding  circumstances,  that  the  real  contemplated 
object  of  the  company  at  the  time  when  it  was  formed  was  to 
carry  out  the  manufacture  of  German  date  coffee,  to  be  manufac- 
tured from  dates,  to  be  manufactured  in  Germany  under  a  patent 
that  was  actually  granted  or  about  to  be  granted,  and  that  in  the 
contemplation  of  all  parties  the  granting  of  the  letters  patent 
in  Germany  for  the  working  of  this  invention  was  the  basis  of  the 
company.  No  doubt  in  this  case,  as  in  many  other  cases,  you 
have  a  variety  of  general  words  added  which,  if  they  are  to  be 
construed  by  themselves,  would  give  powers  to  carry  on  almost 
any  possible  business  which  could  be  suggested.  These  must  be 
taken  within  certain  limits,  and  those  limits  are,  that  they  must 
be  regarded  as  ancillary  to  the  purport  of  the  scheme  for  which 
the  company  was  formed.  It  appears  to  me,  from  the  memoran- 
dum of  association  so  construed,  that  the  business  of  the  company 
was  the  manufacturing  of  coffee  by  virtue  of  a  patent  already 
obtained,  or  to  be  obtained,  with  the  benefit  of  any 
improvement  that  might  *be  made  by  the  patentee  or  the  [*  188] 
company  in  connection  with  that  patent. 

Now,  is  there  an  utter  impossibility  in  carrying  on  the  Itusiness 
of  the  company  ?  It  appears  to  me  from  the  evidence  that  there 
is.  Not  only  is  there  very  strong  evidence  that  •the  obtaining 
of  these  letters  patent  was  contemplated  by  all  the  parties  who 
took  shares,  but  the  liolders  of  27,000  shares,  being  more  than 
one  quarter  of  all  the  shares  in  the  company,  had  their  names 
removed  from  the  register  of  shareholders,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  been  deceived  by  a  statement  in  the  prospectus  that 
the  patent  had  been  already  obtained. 

It  appears  to  me  beyond  all  question  that  there  is  an  impossi- 
bility of  carrying  on  the  business  of  tlie  company,  and  I  think 
that  the  order  Mr.  Justice  Kay  made  is  quite  correct.  I  feel 
bound  to  say  I  entirely  go  with  him  in  the  enunciation  of  the  law 
applicable  to  the  case,  and  his  criticisms  on  the  cases. 

LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first  question  we  have 
to  consider  is.  What  is  the  fair  construction  of  the  memoran- 
dum of  association  ?  It  is  required  by  the  Act  of  1862  to  state 
what  the  objects  of  the  company  are.     In  construing  this  memor- 
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andum  of  association,  or  any  other  memorandum  of  association  in 
which  there  are  general  words,  care  must  be  taktni  to  construe 
those  general  words  so  as  not  to  make  them  a  trap  for  unwary 
people.  General  words  construed  literally  may  mean  anything; 
but  they  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  what  are  shown  by  the 
context  to  be  the  dominant  or  main  objects.  It  will  not  do  under 
general  words  to  turn  a  company  for  manufacturing  one  thing 
into  a  company  for  importing  something  else,  however  general 
the  words  are.  Taking  that  as  the  governing  principle,  it  appears 
to  me  plain  beyond  all  reasonable  dispute  that  the  real  object  of 
this  company,  which,  by  the  by,  is  called  the  German  Date  Coffee 
Company,  Limited,  was  to  manufacture  a  substitute  for  coffee  in 
Germany  under  a  patent,  valid  according  to  German  law.  It  is 
what  the  company  was  formed  for,  and  all  the  rest  is  subordinate 
to  that.     The  words  are  general,  but  that  is  the  thing  for  which 

the  people  subscribe  their  money. 
[*  1S9]       *  Now,  I  attach   great   importance    to  an  observation 

made  by  Mr.  Buckley,  that  the  petitioners  did  not  wait  for 
a  year  after  the  formation  of  the  company  before  presenting  their 
petition.  It  was  presented  within  a  year,  and  therefore  we  ought 
to  be  careful  in  considering  what  ought  to  be  done  under  those 
circumstances,  because  the  Act  of  Parliament  gives  the  company  a 
year  to  see  whether  it  can  get  to  work  or  not.  The  language  of 
the  79th  section,  sub-s.  2,  "Whenever  the  company  does  not 
commence  its  business  within  a  year  from  its  incorporation,  or 
suspends  business  for  the  space  of  a  year."  That,  I  understand, 
is  to  give  the  company  a  reasonable  time.  Supposing  that  there 
was  no  proof  that  the  company  had  failed  within  a  year,  I  should 
think  that  the  company  was  entitled  by  statute  to  a  year  — 
the  shareholders  would  be  entitled  to  it.  But  when  we  have  to 
deal  with  a  case  in  whicli  it  is  apparent  within  a  year  that  the 
whole  thing  is  abortive,  tliat  the  company  cannot  acquire  that 
which  it  was  intended  to  acquire  and  cannot  carry  out  the  objects 
for  which  it  was  formed,  the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  require 
us  to  wait  a  year,  and  the  case  is  then  brought  fairly  within  the 
oth  clause  of  the  same  sub-section,  /.  e.,  whenever  the  Court  is  of 
opinion  that  it  is  "  just  and  equitable  "  that  the  company  should 
be  wound  up. 

I  proceed,  therefore,  to  the  next  point,  whether  the  petition 
having  been  presented  within  the  year  the  evidence  shows  that 
the  objects  for  which  the  company  was  formed  cannot  be  attained. 
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To  my  miud  the  evidence  is  overwhelming.  The  company  have 
tried  to  get  this  patent  and  have  failed,  and  the  only  point  which 
appears  to  me  to  present  any  diificulty  is  that  last  thrown  out 
by  Mr.  Ince,  and  very  properly  insisted  on  by  him  and  Mr. 
Buckley,  that  there  is  even  now  an  application  to  the  Govern- 
ment for  a  patent.  I  have  looked  at  that  a  little  closely,  and 
my  opinion  is  there  is  nothing  m  it  at  all.  Mr.  Gardiner  makes 
an  exhibit  of  a  document  from  the  German  Patent  Office ;  I  have 
looked  at  it,  and  all  it  comes  to  is  this,  —  it  is  a  certificate  that 
an  application  had  been  made  to  the  Imperial  Patent  Office  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Henley,  of  London,  for  a  patent  for  an  apparatus  for 
drying  and  roasting  dates ;  that  is  what  is  applied  for.  That  was 
the  21st  of  September,  and  we  are  told  that  in  the  absence  of 
opposition  a  patent  would  be  got  in  two  months.  That 
would  be  *  the  21st  of  November,  and  this  affidavit  is  [*  190] 
sworn  the  4th  of  February,  1882,  and  there  is  still  no 
patent.  What  does  such  an  affidavit  mean  ?  It  is  a  mere  blind ; 
it  is  put  on  the  file  to  throw  dust  in  the  eyes  of  the  Court. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  judgmeat  of  Mr.  Justice 
Kay  was  perfectly  correct,  and  that  the  facts  warrant  the  judg- 
ment he  pronounced,  and  the  application  ought  to  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  statutory  requirement  in  section  8  of  the  Act  of  1862  that  a 
company  limited  by  shares  must  set  forth  in  its  memorandum,  not 
only  the  objects  for  which  the  proposed  company  is  to  be  established 
but  also  the  amount  of  capital  with  which  the  company  proposes  to  be 
registered  divided  into  shares  of  a  certain  fixed  amount,  is  an  essential 
requirement  intended  for  the  protection  of  creditors;  and  where  the 
capital  was  stated  in  the  memorandum  to  consist  of  £1,050,000  divided 
into  140,000  A.  shares  of  £5  each,  and  3,500  B.  shares  of  £100  each, 
and  the  articles  of  association  provided  that  the  B.  shares  should  be 
applied  in  the  first  place  to  make  good  to  the  A.  shareholders  a  prefer- 
ential cunnilative  dividend  of  £5  per  cent.,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  affirming  the  judgment  of  Chitty.  J.,  that  this  purpose  in  the 
articles  was  u/fnr  rires,  as  the  effect  would  be  to  withdraw  capital  from 
the  creditors  without  apj)lyiiig  it  to  the  objects  of  the  company  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  word.  Giti/iness  v.  Land  Corporation  of  Ireland 
(1882),  22  Ch.  D.  349,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  177,  47  L.  T.  517,  31  W.  E.  341. 

The  principal  case  was  followed  by  Kekew^ich,  J.,  in  B,e  Bristol 
Joint  Stock  Bank  (1890),  44  Ch.  D.  703,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  722,  62  L.  T. 
745,  38  W.   R.   574.     A  bn'ikiiig  company  was    incorporated  in  1884 
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with  a  capital  of  £24,000  in  £10  shares,  £5  being  paid  up  and  the 
other  £5  being,  by  virtue  of  the  Companies  Act  1879,  not  capable  of 
being  called  up  except  in  the  event  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  company 
being  wound  up.  The  company  had  never  earned  a  dividend  and  had 
exhausted  the  paid  up  capital  except  £337.  The  shares  were  worth- 
less, and  the  company  was  being  carried  on  on  humble  premises  with 
a  v^ry  slender  staff.  Kekewich,  J.,  made  the  order  for  winding-up, 
on  the  ground  that  the  substratum  of  the  company  was  gone,  and  the 
business  could  not  be  carried  on  according  to  the  true  intention  of  the 
constitution  of  the  company. 

By  the  Companies  (Memorandum  of  Association)  Act  1890,  53 
&  54  Vict.  c.  62,  a  company  constituted  under  the  Act  of  1862 
may  (subject  to  confirmation  b}^  the  Court)  alter  its  memorandum 
with  respect  to  the  objects  of  the  company  so  far  as  may  be  required 
for  the  purposes  specified  in  (s.  1,  subsection  5  of)  the  Act,  namely: 
(a)  candying  on  the  business  more  economically  or  efficiently,  (^>)  at- 
taining its  purpose  by  im^Ji'oved  means,  (c)  enlarging  or  changing  the 
local  area  of  its  operations,  (d)  carrying  on  a  business  which  may 
be  advantageously  combined  with  the  business  of  the  company,  or 
(e)  restricting  or  abandoning  any  of  the  objects  specified  in  the 
memorandum. 

An  early  case  under  this  Act  which  came  before  Chitty,  J.,  was  I/t 
re  Government  Stock  Investment  Comimny  (1891),  1891, 1  Ch.  649,  60  L. 
J.  Ch.  477,  64  L.  T.  339,  39  W.  R.  375.  The  objects  of  the  company 
as  stated  in  the  memorandum  of  association  were  to  receive  money  on 
deposit  at  interest  and  to  invest  it  in  the  stocks  of  British,  foreign,  or 
colonial  governments.  A  petition  was  presented  to  confirm  a  si)ecial 
resolution  of  the  company  to  give  ])ower  to  invest  also  in  stocks  of 
any  trust  or  investment  company.  It  was  submitted  that  unless  the 
proposed  alteration  was  confirmed  the  company  would  be  at  a  disadvan- 
tage in  competing  with  other  trust  investment  companies.  The  peti- 
tion was  opposed  by  a  debenture-holder,  being  one  of  a  relatively  small, 
though  considerable,  minority  of  debenture-holders  who  dissented.  After 
a  full  and  careful  argument,  which  the  learned  Judge  desired  to  hear  on 
account  of  the  case  being  one  of  the  first  cases  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  under  the  Act,  he  dismissed  the  petition  with  costs.  He 
observed  that  the  Act  was  not  a  general  Act  to  enable  companies  at 
their  will  and  pleasure  to  alter  their  memoranda  of  association,  nor 
did  it  confer  any  such  power  on  the  Court;  but  the  alterations  must 
be  confined  to  those  which  are  carefully  specified  in  s.  1,  subsection 
5,  of  the  Act.  This  subsection  does  not  conclude  with  any  general 
words,  and  is  confined  to  the  definite  matters  wiiich  are  there  mentioned. 
The  only  head  of  the  subsection  under  whu-li  it  had  been  in  argument 
seriously  attempted  to  bring  the  case  was  {U),    ''To  attain   its   main 
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purpose  by  new  or  improved  means."  It  had  been  argued  that  the 
main  purpose  was  to  make  investments  and  to  make  a  profit  by  spread- 
ing the  operations  of  the  company  over  a  Large  area  of  investments. 
But  the  learned  Judge  held  that,  having  regard  to  the  original  memo- 
randum and  the  name  of  the  company,  "The  Government  Stocks  In- 
vestment company,"  the  main  purpose  was  to  invest  its  money  in 
•Government  Stocks  in  the  wide  sense  of  the  word;  and  consequently 
the  extended  power  given  by  the  resolution  was  not  the  attaining  of 
that  purpose  "by  new  and  improved  means."  The  result  was  that 
i:he  case  did  not  fall  within  the  Act.  The  learned  Judge  proceeded: 
""But  even  if  it  did  fall  within  the  Act,  I  should  be  compelled  to 
refuse  to  confirm  the  resolution  and  for  this  reason :  —  the  debenture 
stockholders  have  taken  their  stock  on  the  faith  that  this  was  a  gov- 
«rnment  investment  company,  and  I  think  that  they  are  entitled  to 
sa}'^  that  the}^  will  not  have  this  company  turned,  as  against  their  will, 
into  an  omnium  investment  company;  and  therefore,  notwithstanding 
that  there  is  a  majority,  and  a  very  considerable  majorit}",  of  the  de- 
benture stockholders  in  favour  of  the  resolution,  it  would  be  my  duty 
to  refuse  to  confirm  the  resolution,  —  not  merely  at  the  instance  of  a 
debenture  stockholder  who  appears,  but  in  the  interest  of  those  who 
do  not  appear,  and  who  have  left  the  matter  (as  I  know  people  in  their 
position  often  do)  to  the  care  of  the  Court.  A  similar  observation 
a,pplies  with  reference  to  the  large  minority  of  the  shareholders  who 
have  not  said  that  they  are  in  favour  of  the  resolution." 

In  the  following  cases  resolutions  under  the  Act  have  been  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Court:  In  re  Reversionary  Interest  Society  (IS^okth,  J., 
5  March,  1892),  1892,  1  Ch.  615,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  379,  66  L.  T.  460,  40 
W.  R.  389,  where  the  object  by  the  deed  of  settlement  was  to  purchase 
reversionary  property,  and  by  a  special  Act  the  company  were  em- 
powered to  raise  money  but  without  specif\'ing  the  manner,  and  it  was 
resolved  to  empower  the  company  to  raise  money  b\"  mortgage  or  charge 
of  the  undertaking  or  of  all  or  any  of  the  property  of  the  company; 
In  re  Alliance  Marine  Assurance  Company  (J  891),  1892,  1  Ch.  300,  61 
L.  J.  Ch.  176,  65  L.  T.  554,  40  W.  R.  329,  where  a  marine  insurance 
companj^  proposed  to  take  powers  to  insure  the  lives  of  persons  against 
risks  incurred  on  sea  vo3'ages,  and  also  to  insure  against  fire  and  other 
risks  in  connection  with  sea  voyages.  The  learned  Judge,  Kekewich,  J., 
sanctioned  the  altei'ation,  as  being  under  head  (fZ)  of  the  subsection, 
subject  to  an  alteration  being  made  in  the  name  of  the  companj^  to  in- 
dicate the  wider  scope  of  their  operations.  A  similar  judgment  was 
^iven  by  the  same  Judge  in  the  case  of  In  re  The  National  Boiler  In- 
surance Company  (1891),  1892,  1  Ch.  306,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  501,  65  L.  T. 
849,   where  the  original   memorandum   included   the   business   of  life 
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insurance  in  connection  with  boiler  explosions;  and  it  was  proposed 
to  add  insurance  against  personal  injury  and  employers'  liabilit}'  in 
the  same  connection.  A  similar  judgment  was  given  by  Homer,  J., 
in  Re  The  Indian  Mechanical  Gold  Extracting  Company  (25  July 
1891),  1891,  3  Ch.  538,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  33,  40  W.  R.  181.  Tl'ie  company 
was  formed  for  acquiring  certain  patents  for  gold  extracting,  and  for 
working  them  under  a  proviso  which  in  effect  confined  the  operations 
to  India.  It  was  proposed  by  the  resolution  to  take  off  this  restriction. 
The  learned  Judge  said  that  he  would  confirm  the  resolution  subject  to 
a  corresponding  change  of  name  in  the  company.  A  special  resolution 
having  been  subsequently  passed  by  the  company'  to  change  the  name 
to  "  The  Indian  and  General  Mechanical  Gold  Extracting  Company," 
the  order  was  formally  made  confirming  the  resolution. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

"  An  inability,  through  misfortune,  to  answer  the  designs  for  which  the 
body  politic  was  instituted,  is  also  a  cause  of  forfeiture."  By  Cowex,  J., 
People  V.  Bristol,  §-c.  T.  Co.,  23  AVendell  (Xew  York),  222. 

Where  the  operation  of  a  railway  was  discontinued  because  there  was  not 
business  enough  to  warrant  it,  a  dissolution  was  refused.  Com.  v.  Fitchburg 
R.  Co.,  12  Gray  (Mass.),  180. 

"  Tf  it  tm-ns  out  that  the  purposes  for  wliich  a  corporation  was  formed  can- 
not possibly  be  attained,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  company  to  cease  transacting 
business  and  to  wind  up  its  affairs ;  for  any  transaction  in  which  the  com- 
pany might  engage,  under  these  cu-cumstances,  would  necessarily  involve  a 
departm-e  from  the  purposes  for  which  the  company  was  incorporated." 
Morawetz  on  Corporations,  sect.  217. 

If  it  clearly  appears  that  the  business  cannot  be  profitaldy  continued,  a 
dissolution  will  be  granted,  il/ocr  v.  Union  Bank,  4  Coldwell  (Tennessee), 
484. 

In  Benedict  v.  Columbus  Construction  Co.,  49  New  Jersey  Equity,  23,  the 
Court  held  that  the  real  object  of  the  incorporation  was  to  construct  a  natural 
gas  pipe  line  from  Indiana  to  Chicago,  and  that  owing  to  statute  law  of  In- 
diana it  would  be  impossible  to  operate  the  line  with  any  profit,  and  that 
injunction  must  issue  to  restrain  its  operation.  The  Court  conceded  that 
shareliolders  cannot  have  the  corporation  dissolved,  and  that  a  Court  will 
not  interfere  for  mere  mismanagement.  "But where  it  plainly  appears  that 
the  object  for  which  the  company  was  formed  is  impossible  of  attainment  it 
becomes  the  duty  of  the  company's  agents  to  put  aii  end  to  its  operations  and 
wind  up  its  affairs,  and  should  they,  even  though  supported  by  a  majoi-ity  of 
the  shareholders,  pursue  operations  which  must  eventually  be  ruinous,  any 
shareholder  would,  ujion  plain  equitable  principle,  be  entitled  to  the  assist- 
ance of  this  Court,  and  a  decree  should  then  be  made  compelling  the  directors 
to  wind  up  the  company's  business,  and  distribute  the  assets  among  those 
who  are  entitled  to  them,  unless  they  can  lawfully  be  used  for  other  busi- 
ness purposes  allowed  by  the  charter."  Citing  a  line  of  P>nglish  partnership 
cases. 
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No.  29.  — WALKER   v.   LONDON    TEAMWAYS    COMPANY. 

(CH  D.  1879.) 

KULE. 

A  COMPANY  formed  under  the  Companies  Acts  cannot, 
even  by  express  provision,  exclude  the  power  contained  in 
Section  50  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  to  alter  any  of  its 
articles  of  association. 

Walker  v.  London  Tramways  Co. 

12  Ch.  D.  705-706  (s.  c.  49  L.  J.  Ch.  23  ;  28  W.  R.  163). 

Company.  —  Statutonj  Poiver.  —  Contract  not  to  Exercise.  —  Ultra  vires. 

A  coinpaiiy  cannot  contract  itself  out  of  the  provisions  of  sect.  50  of    [705] 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  by  a  clause  in  its  articles  excepting  any  regu- 
lation contained  in  the  articles  from  the  operation  of  the  section,  and  a  reso- 
lution of  a  general  meeting  of  the  company  to  alter  or  modify  such  regulation 
will  be  valid. 

The  defendant  company,  which  was  registered  under  the  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,  were  empowered  by  article  105  of  tlie  r 
articles  of  association  to  set  apart  1  per  cent,  of  the  paid-tip 
capital  as  a  "contingencies  finid."  Article  130  provided  that, 
subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  powders  to  modify  the  con- 
ditions contained  in  the  memorandum  of  association  given  by 
.sect.  12  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  the  said  conditions  should  be 
deemed  the  only  essential  terms  of  the  contract  in  the  memor- 
andum and  articles,  and  that,  subject  thereto,  and  subject  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  provisions  in  certain  articles  (including 
article  105),  every  one  of  'tbe  articles  should  be  deemed  to  be  a 
regulation  capable  of  alteration  under  sect.  50  of  the  Companies 
Act,  1862. 

The  directors,  being  desirous  of  applying  the  "contingencies 
fund  "  to  the  repairs  of  the  tramways  (which  by  a  former  order 
of  the  Court  they  were  precluded  from  doing),  submitted  special 
resolutions  to  a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  to  alter  tlie 
articles  so  that  the  "  contingencies  fund "  might  be  made  appli- 
cable, at  the  discretion  of  the  directors,  to  the  purpose  aforesaid. 
These  resolutions  were  passed,  but  were  not  yet  confirmed. 
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Tiie  plaintiff,  who  sued  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 

[*  706]   other  *  shareholders,  now  moved  to  restrain  the  directors 

from  so  applying  the  existing  contingencies  fund,  and  the 

question  arose  whether  the  company  had  power,  by  resolutions 

under  sect.  50  of  the  Companies  Act,  to  rescind  or  alter  article  105. 

Davey,  Q.  C,  and  Stirling,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Chitty,  Q.  C,  and  Eomer,  for  the  defendant  company. 

Jessel,  M.  E.,  considered  that  no  company  could  contract  itself 
out  of  sect.  50  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862 ;  that  the  articles  were 
validly  altered  by  the  resolution  ;  and  that  the  contingencies 
fund  would  be  applicable  to  the  purpose  proposed.  A  declaration 
to  that  effect  would  be  made  on  the  resolution  being  confirmed. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  question  whether  the  special  contract  made  with  preference 
shareholders  could  override  the  power,  under  the  Companies  Act  1877, 
to  reduce  capital,  was  discussed  in  Re  Barrow  Haematite  Steel  Com- 
imny  (1888),  39  Ch.  D.  582,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  148,  59  L.  T.  500,  37  W. 
R.  249,  wliere  the  principal  case  was  cited  by  North,  J.  The  learned 
Judge  however  decided  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  bargain  with  the 
preference  shareholders  which  prevented  the  reduction  of  their  shares. 
Tlie  learned  Judge  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  quoted  the  folh>wing 
observations  of  Lord  Caikxs  in  He  European  Assurance  Society  — 
Doman^s  Case  (187G),  45  L.  J.  Ch.  801,  which  have  some  bearing  on 
tlie  point  in  hand:  "I  have  assumed  in  wliat  I  have  said  that  the 
transaction  of  amalgamation  was  ultra  vires,  and  perhaps  it  is  not 
necessary  to  do  more  tlian  assume  that;  but  I  very  much  doubt  wliether 
it  was  ultra  vires.  I  am  inclined  to  agree  witli  what  appears  to  have 
been  the  impression  of  Lord  Westbuky,  that  it  was  intra  vires.  It  is, 
no  doubt,  a  very  strong  thing,  after  policies  have  been  effected  with  a 
company,  that 'that  company  slioubl  obtain  power  to  transfer  its  busi- 
ness and  assets  to  another  company.  Butf  at  tlie  same  time,  if  policy- 
holders will  enter  into  dealings  with  a  company  whose  contracts  may 
be  said  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the 
company,  and  if  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company  in  the  most 
general  terms  authorises  a  number  of  general  meetings  to  make  altera- 
tions in  the  constitution  of  the  company,  and  new  laws  and  regula- 
tions for  the  company,  then,  so  long  as  those  laws  and  regulations  are 
made  in  good  faith — because  the  cases  which  have  been  suggested, 
such  as  absolving  of  the  com])any  from  all  liability,  would  not  be  in 
good  faith  —  I  doubt  very  much  whether  the  policy-holders,  entering 
into  the  contracts  they  have  entered  into,  are  not  bound  by  the  altera- 
tions and  by  the  new  laws  and  ref^ulations." 
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No.  30.  — Ln  RE   ALMA    SPINNING    COMPANY 
(BOTTOxMLEY'S  CASE). 
(CH.  D.  1880.) 

RULE. 

Where  the  articles  of  a  company  provide  that  "  the 
business  of  the  company  shall  be  conducted  by  not  less 
than"  a  specified  number  of  directors,  the  words  are 
imperative,  and  not  merely  directory. 

In  re  Alma  Spinning  Company  (Bottomley's  Case). 

16  Ch.  D.  681-690  (s.  c.  30  L.  J.  Ch.  167  ;   43  L.  T.  620  ;  29  W.  K.  133). 

ComjJKinj.  —  Directors .  —  Number  essential. 

The  articles  of  association  of  a  limited  company  provided  (Art.  35)  that    [681] 
"  the  business  of  the  compauy  should  be  conducted  by  not  less  than  five 
nor  more  than  seven  directors  "  :  also  that  the  office  of  directctr  sbould  be  vacated 
on  bankruptcy  or  insolvency;    and  that    "the   directors   might   detern)iue   the 
quormn  necessary  for  the  transacttion  of  business." 

The  articles  named  six  persons  only  as  directors,  of  whom  B.  was  one.  These 
directors  fixed  three  of  their  number  as  a  quorum. 

In  October,  1877,  the  number  of  directors  being  then  reduced  by  death  to  five, 
B.  became  insolvent,  and  therefore  disqualified  as  a  director. 

In  November  the  company  pa.ssed,  at  an  ordinary  meeting,  a  resolution  alter- 
ing Article  35  by  substituting  "three"  directors  for  "five."  This  resolution 
was  admitted  to  be  invalid  as  not  having  been  passed  in  accordance  with  the 
articles. 

In  December  the  four  remaining  directors  made  a  call.  B.  having  made 
default  in  payment  of  this  call,  as  well  as  a  former  call  made  prior  to  his  insol- 
vency, the  same  directors  passed  a  resolution  declaring  his  shares  forfeited. 

The  company  afterwards  passed  a  resolution  for  a  voluntary  winding-up,  in 
the  course  of  which  it  turned  out  that  there  were  surplus  assets  available  for 
division  among  the  shareh(dders  :  — 

Held,  that  the  second  call  and  the  forfeiture,  having  been  made  and  declared 
by  four  directors  only,  were  invalid;  and,  therefore,  that  B.  was  entitled,  on 
payment  of  his  calls  to  the  liquidator,  to  be  treated  as  a  shareholder,  and  to 
participate  iu  the  surplus  assets  accordingly. 

Adjourned  summons. 

The  Alma  Spinning  Company,  Limited,  was  registered  in  1876 
under  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  and  1867,  with  a  capital  of 
£ln,000  in  .3000  shares  of  £0  each. 
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[*  682]       *  The  company's  articles  of  association  contained    the 
following  provisions  :  — 

The  directors  were  empowered  (Art.  4)  to  make  calls  upon  the 
shareholders  ;  and  (Art.  6),  in  default  of  payment  of  calls  by  any 
shareholder  after  due  notice,  to  declare  his  shares  forfeited. 

Art.  35.  "  The  business  of  the  company  shall  be  conducted  by 
not  less  than  live,  nor  more  than  seven,  directors  ;  "  the  holder  of 
twenty  or  more  shares  being  eligible  as  a  director : 

Art.  4o.  "  The  office  of  director  shall  be  vacated  if  he  ceases  to 
be  the  holder  of  twenty  shares  in  the  company,  if  he  becomes 
bankrupt  or  insolvent  .  .   ."  :  and 

Art.  45.  "  The  directors  may  meet  together  for  the  despatch  of 
business,  adjourn  and  otherwise  regulate  their  meetings  as  they 
think  fit,  and  determine  the  quorum  necessary  for  the  transaction 
of  business  .  .  ." 

Art.  64  provided  that  no  alteration  in  the  articles  should  be 
made  except  at  a  special  general  meeting  summoned  for  the  pur- 
pose by  a  quarterly  meeting,  and  after  due  notice  of  the  proposed 
alterations. 

There  were  originally  appointed  by  the  articles  six  directors  -of 
the  company,  of  whom  James  Bottomley,  the  holder  of  250  shares, 
was  one. 

These  directors  fixed  three  of  their  number  as  a  quorum. 

In  June,  1877,  a  call  was  made  upon  the  shareholders,  but  Bot- 
tomley made  default  in  payment  of  the  amount  of  his  call. 

Some  time  prior  to  the  month  of  October,  1877,  one  of  the  six 
directors  died.  In  that  month,  there  being  then  only  five  direc- 
tors, including  Bottomley,  Bottomley  presented  a  petition  for  liqui- 
dation by  arrangement,  and  a  trustee  was  appointed. 

In  November,  1877,  at  their  quarterly  general  meeting,  the 
company  passed,  or  purported  to  pass,  a  resolution  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  company  should  be  carried  on  by  not  less  than  tliree 
directors  and  not  more  than  seven,  and  that  Article  35  should  be 
altered  accordingly  by  substituting  the  word  "  three"  for  "  five." 

It  was  admitted  at  the  Bar  that  this  resolution  was  invalid, 
as  it  was  not  passed  in  compliance  with  tlie  requirements  of 
Article  64. 

In  December,  1877,  the  four  then  acting  directors  (ex- 

[*  683]  elusive  of    *  Bottomley)    made   a   further    call   upon    the 

shareholders,  but  neither  Bottomley  nor  his  trustee  paid 


i 
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anything  in  respect  of  this  call  by  the  day  appointed  for  payment 
whereupon  a  notice  was  served  upon  them  under  the  6th  article  of 
association,  requiring  them  to  pay  the  two  calls  by  a  certain  day 
•on  pain  of  forfeiture  of  the  shares  held  by  Bottomley. 

Bottomley.  and  his  trustee  having  failed  to  comply  with  that 
notice,  the  four  acting  directors,  in  April,  1878,  held  a  meeting, 
at  which  they  passed  a  resolution  declaring  Bottomley's  shares 
forfeited. 

In  December,  1878,  the  company  passed  resolutions  for  a  volun- 
tary winding-up,  and  appointed  a  liquidator. 

In  the  course  of  the  winding-up  it  turned  out  that  there  was  a 
considerable  surplus  of  assets,  after  satisfying  all  claims,  available 
for  division  among  the  shareholders,  whereupon  Bottomley,  whose 
liquidation  proceedings  had  been  closed,  made  a  formal  tender  of 
the  amount  of  his  unpaid  calls  to  the  liquidator,  and  claimed  the 
right  to  be  restored  to  the  register  of  shareholders  and  to  partici- 
pate in  the  distribution  of  these  assets,  contending  that,  having 
regard  to  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association,  the  forfeiture  of 
liis  shares  by  four  directors  only  was  ultra  vires  and  invalid. 

In  order  to  have  the  question  decided,  the  liquidator  then  took 
out  tliis  summons  under  sect.  138  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  for 
a  declaration  that  Bottomley  was  not  entitled  to  be  registered  or 
treated  as  the  holder  of  the  shares  in  question ;  that  such  shares 
were  duly  forfeited,  and  that  the  assets  remaining  in  the  hands  of 
the  liquidator  might  be  dealt  with  on  the  footing  of  such  shares 
having  been  duly  forfeited. 

Chitty,  Q.  C,  and  Eomer,  for  the  liquidator :  — 

The  shares  have  been  duly  forfeited.  The  35th  article  of 
association  is  directory  only,  —  not  imperative  ;  and  any  act  of  the 
directors  was  good,  provided  it  was  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution 
passed  at  a  meeting  at  which  three,  the  quorum,  were  present. 
Thames-Haven  Dock  and  Bailway  Company  v.  Rose,  4  Man.  &  G. 
552;  5  Scott  (N.  S.)  524;  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  90.  It  could  not  have 
TDeen  meant  that  if  the  number  of  directors  at  any  time,  and  from 
any  cause,  such  as  death  or  otherwise,  happened  to  fall 
*  below  five,  the  whole  business  of  the  company  should  be  [*  684] 
stopped  ;  and  yet  that  must  be  the  conclusion  if  the  article 
is  to  be  read  as  imperative  ;  for  the  word  "business  "  in  Articles  35 
and  45  must  mean  every  kind  of  business,  whether  the  forfeiture 
of  shares  or  the  execution  of  contracts. 
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[They  also  referred  to  Neiv  Sombrero  Phosphate  Company  v> 
JSrlanger,  o'Ch.  D.  73;  3  App.  Cas.  1218;   6  K.  C.  777. 

Seward  Brice,  for  Bottomley  :  — 

The  object  of  the  35th  Article  of  association  was  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  shareholders  by  ensuring  the  management  of  their 
affairs  being  placed  in  the  hands  of  at  least  five  directors :  five 
being  the  minimum  number  deemed  necessary  for  conducting  the 
business  of  the  company ;  the  call  and  forfeiture  made  by  less 
than  that  number  must,  therefore,  be  deemed  invalid :  Ki7'k  v. 
Bell,  16  Q.  B.  290;  which  was  decided  long  after  Thames-Haven 
Bock  and  Railivay  Coitipany  v.  Rose.  Directors  cannot  make  a 
call  or  declare  a  forfeiture  of  shares  unless  all  the  requirements  of 
the  company's  articles  of  association,  whether  as  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  directors,  or  otherwise,  are  fully  complied  with. 
Garden  Gully  United  Quartz  Mining  Company  v.  McLister,  1  App. 
Cas.  39  ;  Johnson  v.  Lyttles  Iron  Agency,  5  Ch.  D.  687,  694  ;  46  L. 
J.  Ch.  786. 

Chitty,  in  reply. 

Jessel,  M.  E.  :  — 

The  first  question  is  whether  the  call  was  well  made  ;  and  the 
second  question  is  whether  the  forfeiture  was  well  made.  As 
regards  one  of  the  calls  —  the  second  —  it  is  admitted  that  at  that 
time  there  were  only  four  acting  directors,  the  office  held  by  Mr. 
Bottomley  having  been  vacated  by  his  insolvency  ;  for,  as  he  had 
liquidated  by  arrangement  and  his  property  had  vested  in  a 
trustee,  there  is  no  doubt  of  his  having  been  insolvent.  At  the 
next  quarterly  meeting  a  resolution  was  passed  —  which,  it  is  ad- 
mitted, was  invalid  —  reducing  the  minimum  nunil)er  of 
[*685]  directors  *  to  three,  and  under  that  invalid  resolution  tlie 
four  acted  as  the  only  directors  of  the  company,  and  under 
that  invalid  resolution  made  a  second  call  and  declared  the 
forfeiture. 

I  think  a  great  many  of  the  observations  made  in  the  case  to 
which  I  have  been  referred,  of  the  Garden  Gully  United  Quartz 
Mining  Corr>,pany  v.  McLister,  1  App.  Cas.  39,  apply  to  this  case. 
In  the  first  place  it  was  decided  that  there  must  be  properly 
appointed  directors  to  make  a  call  or  declare  a  forfeiture.  In  the 
next  place,  it  was  held  that  wlien  directors  take  tlieir  nomination 
from  a  meeting  which  illegally  elected  a  full  board,  although  some 
of  those  directors  had  been  legally  appointed  before,  they  could  not 
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say  they  continued  in  office  under  their  former  appointment  and 
reject  the  irregular  and  invalid  resolution  of  the  meeting  which 
made  them  a  full  board,  —  that  they  must  be  held  to  have  been 
elected  under  that  resolution. 

In  the  present  case,  it  seems  to  me  very  difficult  for  the  liquida- 
tor to  say  —  admitting  that  the  resolution  reducing  the  number  of 
directors    was    invalid  —  that  those  directors  did   not  act  under 
that  resolution.     They  clearly  did  so,  and  acted  as   four  directors^ 
only. 

The  next  question  is  whether  a  call  or  a  forfeiture  declared  by 
those  four  directors  is  valid.  The  words  of  the  35th  article  of 
association  are  these  :  "  The  business  of  the  company  shall  be 
conducted  by  not  less  than  five,  nor  more  than  seven,  directors." 
Very  simple  words.  If  there  were  no  interpretation  of  them,  I 
should  hold  them  as  equivalent  to  saying,  there  shall  never  be  less 
than  live  nor  more  than  seven  directors.  The  words  no  doubt  are, 
"  the  business  of  the  company  shall  be  conducted  ;"  but  they  are 
meant  to  point  out  what  the  number  of  directors  of  the  company 
shall  be,  —  not  merely  by  whom  the  business  of  the  company  shall 
be  conducted.  It  was  so  decided  in  Kirk  v.  Bell,  16  Q.  B.  290, 
where  the  words  were  practically  the  same  as  we  have  here ;  and 
therefore,  if  I  wanted  a  decision  in  point,  there  it  is.  The  words 
there  were  —  instead  of  "the  business  of  the  company  shall  be 
conducted  by  "  —  "  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company 
shall  be  entrusted  to  "  (which,  of  course,  is  the  same  thing)  "  not 
less  than  five,  nor  more  than  seven  directors ;  "  and  it  was 
held  that  there  *  must  be  at  least  five  directors.  I  agree  [*  686] 
that  that  is  the  fair  meaning  of  the  clause. 

Now  comes  the  question,  that  being  the  proper  meaning  of  the 
clause,  is  it  to  be  treated  as  directory  only,  or  as  obligatory  ?  If 
there  were  no  decision  I  should  have  said  on  principle  that  it  could 
not  be  merely  directory, —  it  is  a  negative  and  an  affirmative.  The 
shareholders  have  entrusted  the  management  of  their  business  to  a 
certain  number  of  persons,  not  to  any  other  number.  They  say  in 
effect,  "  there  shall  not  be  less  than  five,  nor  more  than  seven,  who 
shall  manage  our  business  ;  less  than  five  shall  not  be  the  managers." 
If,  in  an  ordinary  case,  persons  appointed  seven  people  to  be  their 
attorneys,  and  said,  "they  shall  conduct  the  business,  not  being 
less  than  five,"  would  anybody  say  that  if  the  attorneys  were 
below  five  they  could  conduct  the  business  ?  -  Is  there  any  dis- 
voL.  VII.  —  38 
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tinctiou  between  that  case  and  this  ?  Or  take  the  case  of  a  man 
going  away  and  leaving  his  business  to  three  clerks,  and  giving 
them  power  to  act  for  him,  and  to  draw  bills,  not  less  than  two  to 
act  together,  —  could  any  one  of  them  draw  bills  ?  I  do  not  see 
the  distinction  on  principle.  The  contract  of  this  partnership,  or 
//(«isz-partnership,  is  that  the  business  shall  be  managed  by  not 
less  than  a  certain  number  of  persons  :  what  right  has  a  Court  of 
Justice  to  say  that  it  shall  be  managed  by  a  less  number,  without 
the  shareholders  being  consulted  ?  That  is  what  it  comes  to,  for 
it  is  admitted  that  the  resolution  reducing  the  number  of  directors 
was  not  binding  on  the  company.  It  appears  to  me,  irrespective 
of  authority,  that  the  principle  is  clear. 

Then  the  argument  of  inconvenience  is  adduced.  Now  I  have 
always  said,  and  I  am  repeating,  I  am  afraid,  what  T  have  been 
compelled  to  repeat  over  and  over  again,  that  the  argument  of  in- 
convenience is  a  very  strong  argument  where  the  construction  of 
a  document  is  ambiguous, —  where  it  is  fairly  open  to  two  construc- 
tions. Then  the  argument  of  inconvenience,  like  the  argument 
of  absurdity,  may  be  used  with  great  force  ;  but  when  the  con- 
struction is  clear  beyond  controversy,  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that 
there  are  some  consequences  of  that  construction  which  will 
cause  inconvenience  and  were  probably  not  contemplated  by  the 
framers   of   the    documents.     It  is    said    that  if   there   were    five 

directors  only,  and  one  died  suddenly  before  a  quarterly 
[*  687]   meeting,  *  there  might  be  an  interval  during  which  the 

business  of  the  company  could  not  be  conducted.  The 
answer  is,  the  company  should  have  started  with  seven,  tlie  full 
number ;  then  it  would  not  have  been  very  likely  that  the  number 
would  be  reduced  to  less  than  five  in  the  intervals  between  the 
quarterly  meetings.  Or  they  could  have  called  a  special  meeting, 
and  so  provided  for  the  continuance  of  the  Ijusiness. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  consider  two  cases,  by  both  of  which  I 
should  be  bound,  because  they  are  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  respectively,  and 
have  been  decided  long  ago.  If  they  were  inconsistent,  then  the 
second  decision.  Kirk  v.  Bell,  which  was  in  1851,  would  of 
course  be  binding  on  me  as  distinguished  from  the  first  decision, 
Thames-Haven  Bock  and  Railway  Com'pany  v.  Rose,  wliich  was 
in   1842;  but  I  do  not  think  tliey  are  inconsistent. 

The  question  in  the  Thames-Haven  Bock  and  Railway  Company 
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V.  Rose  was  one  of  construction.  As  I  read  the  decision,  two  of 
the  Judges  held  the  words  there  to  be  directory,  —  great  Judges 
they  were,  Chief  Justice  Tindal  and  Mr.  Justice  Maule  ;  but  at 
the  same  time  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Justice  did  not  turn  ou 
that.  It  turned  on  this,  that  if  there  were  any  grounds  to  dispute 
the  debt  they  should  have  been  pleaded.  There  was  a  good  debt 
admitted,  and  it  was  too  late,  after  judgment,  for  the  defendant  to 
take  advantage  of  it.  But  the  Chief  Justice  did  say  in  the  middle 
of  his  judgment,  that  he  thought  it  was  a  matter  of  direction  only. 
Mr.  Justice  Maule  says :  "  The  question  depends  upon  sects.  109, 
110,  111,  and  112,"  —  which  he  read  ;  and  then  he  says,  "  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  provision  referred  to  is  a  mere  arrangement  as  to 
the  internal  affairs  of  the  company,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
their  external  affairs,  or  prevent  them  from  enforcing  calls  that 
have  been  duly  made."  But  here  the  question  is  whether  the  call 
has  been  duly  made.  I  will  now  go  to  the  sections  which  were 
referred  to  by  the  Judges  in  that  case,  because  it  appears  to  me 
the  case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  this.  The  108th  section,  on 
which  it  turned,  said  that  "  The  business  and  concerns  of  the 
company  shall  be  carried  on  under  the  management  of  twelve 
directors,  to  be  chosen,"  and  so  on.  It  did  not  give  the 
minimum  *  and  maximum  as  here,  and  it  was  equivalent,  [*  688] 
in  my  opinion,  to  saying  that  "  the  number  of  directors  shall 
be  twelve."  But  then  sect.  109  went  on  to  provide  that  nine 
individuals  should  be  the  first  directors  of  the  company  until  the 
first  general  meeting,  showing  that  the  business  might  be  carried 
on  by  nine  and  not  by  twelve.  The  next  section,  the  110th,  pro- 
vided that  "  Any  director  who  shall,  by  ballot  or  rotation,  go  out 
of  office,  may  be  immediately  or  at  any  future  time  re-elected." 
The  111th  section  said  that  no  person  holding  any  office  under  the 
company,  or  being  concerned  or  interested  in  any  contract,  should 
be  capable  of  being  a  director,  or  should  act,  —  that  he  should 
vacate  his  office  and  be  disqualified.  Then  there  was  a  clause 
that  until  his  disqualification  was  communicated,  liis  acts  should 
be  binding.  Sect.  112  was  that  when  any  director  should  die,  or 
resign,  or  become  disqualified,  and  so  forth,  or  should  cease  to  be 
a  director  by  any  other  means  than  going  out  of  office,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  remaining  directors  to  elect  some  other  proprietor, 
and  every  such  proprietor  should  continue  in  office  so  long  only  as 
the  person  in  wliose  stead  he  was  elected  would  have  been  entitled 
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to  continue  in  office  had  he  lived  and  remained  in  office.  Then  the 
116th  section  said  that  the  directors  for  the  time  being  shouhl 
meet,  and  that  they  should  not  be  competent  to  determine  on  any 
business  unless  at  least  five  directors  should  be  present.  Now  all 
these  sections  showed  this,  that  it  was  meant  that  the  number  of 
directors  was  to  be  twelve  ;  not,  however,  that  no  business  was  to 
be  transacted  unless  there  were  twelve,  but  it  meant  that  no 
business  was  to  be  transacted  unless  there  were  five  present ;  and 
that  shows  the  distinction  between  having  a  minimum  and  a 
maximum,  and  simply  stating  the  number.  AVhen  the  mere 
number  of  directors  is  stated,  and  then  there  are  jjrovisions  show- 
ing that  the  directors  are  to  meet  during  vacancies  to  fill  uji  the 
number,  and  that  they  may  transact  business  with  a  less  number, 
and  so  on,  it  is  obviously  meant  that  the  larger  number  shall  be 
the  number  of  directors  as  the  normal  number,  but  not  that  busi- 
ness shall  not  be  carried  on  with  a  less  number.  lUit  that  has  no 
application  when  you  find  a  clause  that  the  number  shall  never 
be  less  than  a  certain  number. 

The  present  (|uesti(ni  does  not  arise  very  often  in  the 
[*  689]  case  of  *  companies,  but  it  has  arisen  very  often  in  the  old 
Court  of  Chancery  as  regards  charity  trustees.  In  a  grent 
number  of  cases  the  point  has  been  decided  that  wl)ere  tlie  founda- 
tion deed  says  the  number  of  trustei's  shall  be  so  and  so,  it  does 
not  prevent  their  acting  with  a  reduced  number;  but  when  it  says 
that,  when  the  number  comes  to  be  reduced  to  a  certain  number, 
they  shall  fill  up  vacancies,  they  are  compelled  to  fill  up  that 
number  when  the  number  becomes "  reduced  ;  or  if  it  says  they 
shall  only  act  not  being  less  than  a  certain  number,  it  is  considered 
to  ])e  of  the  essence  that  not  less  than  that  number  shall  act. 
The  same  observation  ai)plies  to  a  quorum.  When  you  say,  "  the 
quorum  of  directors  shall  be  three,"  what  does  that  mean  ?  Stated 
in  full,  it  amounts  to  this,  that  "no  business  shall  be  transacteil 
unless  there  shall  be  three  directors  ])resent."  That  is  the  mean- 
ing of  a  quorum.  If  it  is  said  that  is  directory  only,  the  answer 
is,  it  is  not :  it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  authority  that  there 
shall  not  be  less.  It  appears  to  me  that  Kirk  v.  Hell  is  a  distinct 
authority  in  favour  of  this ;  and  to  show  how  distinct  it  is, 
although  the  ultimate  decision  turned  on  a  clause  in  the  company's 
deed  as  to  ordinary  business,  I  will  refer  to  what  Lord  Campbell 
says.     There  a  particular  deed  was  executed  by  four  directors.     As 
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in  this  case,  there  had  been  five  directors,  and  they  were  reduced 
to  four.  The  deed  having  been  executed  by  the  four,  it  was  said 
that  it  did  not  bind  the  company,  and  so  the  Court  held.  Lord 
Campbell  said,  "  It  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  those  who 
executed  the  deed  had  authority.  It  seems  to  me  that  he  failed 
to  show  this;  for  though  it  was  executed  by  all  the  directors,  they 
were  only  four  in  number.  In  the  deed  of  the  company  we  find 
tliis  clause."  His  Lordship  read  it,  and  it  was  as  follows  :  "  That 
the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company  shall  be  intrusted  to 
such  a  number  of  directors  as  the  shareholders  shall  for  the  time 
being  deem  expedient,  so  that  it  be  not  less  than  five  nor  more 
than  seven,  and  the  number  at  present  deemed  expedient  and 
hereby  appointed  is  five."  Then  he  says,  "  If  this  regulation  stood 
alone,  at  least  five  directors  would  be  required,  and  four  were  not 
sufficient."  So  that  he  did  not  decide  the  case  solely  on  the  second 
L;round,  that  there  was  a  provision  for  ordinary  business, 
but  on  the  first  *  ground  also,  that  if  the  regulation  [*  690] 
stood  alone,  four  were  not  sufficient.  Then  Mr.  Justice  Pat- 
TKSON,  proceeding  upon  the  clause  relating  to  ordinary  business, 
says  this  is  not  ordinary  business ;  and  then  Mr.  Justice  CoLERiDCiE 
says  this  :  "  We  must  look  to  the  deed  of  settlement  to  see  what 
authority  is  given ;  for  the  individuals  who  become  shareholders 
do  so  under  the  agreement  contained  in  that  deed.  Assuming, 
what  I  do  not  say,  that  three  directors  out  of  four  might  exercise 
the  powers  of  a  board  meeting,  those  powers  are  only  for  the 
transaction  of  ordinary  business.  .  .  .  But  it  is  not  clear  that 
three  out  of  four  could  transact  ordinary  business.  It  is  analogous 
to  many  cases ;  a  familiar  one  is  the  submission  to  three  arbitra- 
tors, any  two  of  whom  may  make  the  award:  in  which  case  an 
award  made  at  a  meeting  of  two  is  not  good  unless  the  third  had 
l)0wer  to  attend  and  join  if  he  pleased." 

It  is  obvious  from  that  very  cautious  judgment  that  Mr.  Justice 
C'OLERiDCiE  thought  that  even  ordinary  business  could  not  be  trans- 
acted, nor  was  he  frightened  at  that  result.  Then  Mr.  Justice 
Wightman  says  the  same  thing  in  rather  plainer  terms  :  "It  seems 
to  me  that  the  interest  of  the  shareholders  has  been  too  mucu  lost 
sight  of  in  the  argument.  The  shareholders  stipulate  for,  and  are 
entitled  to  have,  the  supervision  of  at  least  five  directors." 

In  the  present  case  the  shareholders  have  entrusted  the  man- 
agement of  their  affairs  to  a  certain  number  of  managing  partners. 
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and  they  have  stipulated  that  there  shall  not  be  less  than  a 
certain  number.  As  I  have  said  before,  on  principle  I  think  that 
must  be  the  conclusion  ;  but  still  I  am  very  glad  to  find  that  the 
last  authority  is  tolerably  clear   to  the  same  effect. 

I  therefore  decide  that  these  four  directors  neither  had  the 
power  to  make  the  second  call  nor  to  enforce  the  forfeiture ; 
consequently  the  forfeiture  is  void.  Mr.  Bottomley  is  accordingly 
entitled  to  participate  with  the  other  shareholders  in  the  distri- 
bution of  the  surplus  assets,  subject,  however,  to  the  payment  of 
his  calls  to  the  liquidator. 

ENGLISH  XOTES. 

The  principal  case  is  distinguished  in  the  judgments  in  York  Tram- 
ways Company  v.  Willows  (C.  A.  1882),  8  Q.  B.  D.  685,  51  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  257,  46  L.  T.  296,  30  W.  E.  624,  wliere  the  question  arose  as  to  tlie 
validity  of  an  act  of  two  out  of  three  directors  one  of  whom  had  re- 
signed, but  whose  resignation  had  not  been  accepted.  In  that  case, 
however,  the  articles  provided  that  a  casual  vacancy  miglit  be  filled  up 
by  the  board,  and  that  the  continuing  board  might  act  notwitlistanding 
any  vacancy  in  their  body.  It  was  held  that  if  there  was  a  vacancy 
this  provision  applied,  and  if  there  was  not,  the  act  of  the  two  as  a 
quomim  of  the  three  was  valid.  The  distinction  between  the  question 
of  a  sufficient  quorum,  and  of  the  sufticiency  of  the  number  of  the 
whole  body  capable  of  acting,  is  exemplified  in  the  case  of  Faure 
Electric  Accumulator  Company  v.  FhilUpart  (1888),  58  L.  T.  525. 
It  was  an  action  by  the  company  for  calls.  The  articles  of  the  com- 
pany provided  that  the  board  of  directors  should  consist  of  not  less 
than  three  or  more  than  seven  directors.  By  the  resignation  of  three 
directors  the  number  of  directors  was  reduced  to  two,  one  of  them  be- 
ing the  defendant.  The  two  held  a  meeting,  the  defendant  being  in 
the  chair,  and  elected  three  other  directors;  and  the  board  thus  con- 
stituted purported  to  make  a  call  for  which  the  action  was  instituted. 
It  was  held  that  the  two  directors,  being  insufficient  to  form  a  prop- 
erly constituted  board,  although  they  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
form  a  quorum,  of  a  board  properly  constituted,  had  no  power  to  in- 
crease the  number  of  directors,  and  that  the  call  so  made  would  have 
been  void  in  a  question  with  an  ordinary  shareholder.  But  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  estopped  from  disputing  the  validity  of 
the  resolution,  and  must  pay  the  call. 
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AMERICAN  NOTES. 

This  case  is  cited  in  1  Beach  on  Private  Corporations,  sect.  225. 

In  Hoyt  V.  Thompsons  Exr.,  19  Xew  York,  207,  tlie  Court  said:  "The 
first  inquiry  suggested  by  the  facts  stated  is,  whether  the  by-law  of  the  com- 
pany authorising  a  quorum  of  five  directors,  including  the  president,  to  trans- 
act ordinary  business,  was  a  valid  negotiation.  (^Sic.)  We  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  it  was.  The  charter  of  the  company,  it  is  true,  declared  that 
its  powers  should  be  exercised  by  a  board  of  twenty-three  directors,  and  it 
may  well  be  conceded  that  in  the  absence  of  any  different  regulation,  a 
majority  of  the  whole  number  would  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  legal 
quorum  for  the  transaction  of  any  business  whatever.  But  it  would  be  a 
very  extraordinary  construction  of  the  charter  in  this  respect,  to  hold  that 
the  board  of  twenty-three  directors,  or  a  majority  thereof,  must  meet  and  act 
whenever  any  corporate  power  was  to  be  exercised,  and  that  no  delegation  of 
authority  could  be  made  to  subordinate  agents,  to  committees,  or  to  a  quorum 
consisting  of  a  smaller  number.  The  board  of  directors  of  a  corporation  do 
not  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  a  corporate  body  which  a  private  agent  holds 
toward  his  principal.  In  the  strict  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  all  the 
authority  of  the  latter  is  derived  by  delegation  from  the  former,  and  if  tlie 
power  of  substitution  is  not  conferred  in  the  appointment,  it  cannot  exist  at 
all.  But  in  corporate  bodies  the  powers  of  the  board  of  directors  are,  in  a 
very  important  sense,  original  and  undelegated.  The  stockholders  do  not 
confer,  nor  can  they  revoke  those  powers.  They  are  derivative  only  in  the 
sense  of  being  received  from  the  State  in  the  act  of  incorporation.  The  di- 
rectors convened  as  a  board  are  the  primary  possessors  of  all  the  power."* 
which  the  charter  confer.s,  and  like  private  principals  they  may  delegate  to 
agents  of  their  own  appointment  the  performance  of  any  act  which  they 
themselves  can  perform.  The  recognition  of  this  principle  is  absolutely 
necessary  in  the  affairs  of  every  corporation  whose  affairs  are  vested  in  a 
board  of  directors.  Without  it  the  most  ordinary  business  could  not  be 
carried  on,  and  tlie  corporate  pow'ers  could  not  be  executed.  It  is  upon  this 
principle,  not  less  than  upon  the  express  power  contained  in  the  charter  to 
exact  by-laws,  that  the  by-law  in  question  —  "  that  five  directors  should  be 
a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  ordinary  business  —  adopted  by  the  Morris 
Canal  and  Banking  Co.,  rests.  It  was  in  substance  and  effect  a  regulation 
which  constituted  a  subordinate  agency  to  conduct  the  ordinary  business  of 
the  corporation.  The  persons  composing  the  agency  would  change  according 
as  the  quorum  of  five  or  more  directors  attending  the  meetings  might  be  con- 
stituted of  different  individuals.  But  if  the  board  could  delegate  the  power 
of  transacting  business  to  five  or  more  individuals  named,  no  doubt  exists 
that  the  same  authority  might  be  imparted  to  a  shifting  quorum  composed  of 
the  same  number." 

"  As  the  directoi's  of  a  private  corporation  form  a  definite  horbj,  this  state- 
ment points  to  the  conclusion  that  a  major  it  if  of  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
must  he  present  at  any  meeting,  to  constitute  a  hoard  competent  to  transact  busi- 
ness, unless  the  charter,  articles  of  incorporation,  or  a  valid  by-law  or  usage 
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confers  tliat  power  upon  a  less  number."  3  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sect. 
3!)l:},  citing-  Ex  parte  Willcocks,  7  Cowen  (New  York),  4(12;  17  Am.  Dec.  525. 
See  Wickersham  v.  CrUtenden,  93  California,  17. 

A  majority  constitutes  a  quorum  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  or  other 
valid  regulation  to  the  contrary.  Edged i/  v.  Emernon,  23  New  Hampshire, 
o-jo ;  55  Am.  Dec.  207. 

"  But  where  this  quorum  is  lawfully  assembled,  a  majority  of  its  members 
jiiay  act,  unless  tlie  charter,  statute,  or  other  governing  instrument  prescribes 
differently."  3  Thonq^son  on  Corporations,  sect.  3914 ;  Ex  parte  Willcocks, 
supra;  Cram  v.  Bangor  House  Proprietary,  12  Ma-ine,  354;  Kupfer  v.  South 
Parish,  12  Massachusetts,  185;  Foster  \.  Mullanphy  P.  Co.,  92  Missouri,  79 ; 
Edgerly  v.  Emerson,  supra  ;  Savings  Bank  v.  Davis,  8  Connecticut,  191 ;  Booker 
V.  Young,  12  Grattan  (Virginia),  303;  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284;  85 
Am.  Dec.  516;  Cahill  v.  Kalamazoo  Ins.  Co.,  2  Douglas  (Michigan),  124;  43 
Am.  Dec.  457;  Wells  \.  Rahway,  ^-c.  Co.  19  New  Jersey  Equity,  402  ;  Wad- 
hams  V.  Litchfield,  ^c.  T.  Co.,  10  Connecticut,  416.  "  But  it  seems  to  be  the 
English  law,"  says  Judge  Thompson  (3  Corporations,  sect.  3914),  "that  where 
the  governing  instrument  prescribes  the  minimum  }iumber  of  directors  by 
which  the  business  of  the  company  shall  be  conducted,  the  language  is  man- 
datory, and  less  than  that  minimum  number  cannot  perform  an  act  to  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  directors  is  essential."  Citing  the  principal  case  and 
other  English  cases. 


Section  III.  —  Directors  and  Officers. 

No.  31.  — In  re  ANGLO-AUSTRTAN   PRINTING   AND 
PUBLISHING   COMPANY    (ISAACS'   CASE). 

(c.  A.  1892.) 

RULE. 

Where  a  person  has  accepted  the  office  of  director  of  a 
company,  and  lias  acted  as  sncli,  there  may  be  inferred  an 
agreement  between  him  and  the  company,  on  his  part  that 
he  will  serve  the  company  on  the  terms  as  to  qualification 
and  otherwise  contained  in  the  articles  of  association, 
and  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  he  shall  receive  the 
remuneration  and  benefits  provided  by  the  articles  for  the 
directors. 
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In  re  Anglo-Austrian  Printing  and  Publishing  Company 
(Isaacs'  Case). 

61  L.  J.  Ch.  481-486  (s.  c.  1892,  2  Ch.  158 ,  66  L.  T.  593 ;  40  W.  li.  518). 

Company.  —  Director.  —  Implied  Duty. 

The  articles  i)f  a  company,  after  specifying  the  qualification  of  a  director,  [481  ] 
provided  that  a  first  director  niiglit  act  before  acquiring  his  qualification 
shares,  but  should,  in  any  case,  ac([uire  the  same  witliin  one  mouth  of  lii.* 
appointment,  and,  unless  he  should  do  so,  should  be  deemed  to  have  agreed 
to  take  the  said  shares  from  the  company,  and  the  same  should  be  forthwith 
allotted  to  him  accordingly.  I.  and  P.  were  appointed  two  of  the  first  directors 
of  the  company,  accepted  the  office,  and  acted.  Neither  of  tliem  ever  applied 
for  any  shares,  and  none  wei'e  allotted  to  them,  or  registered  in  their  names. 
The  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  :  — 

Held,  affirming  Stirling,  J.,  that  they  must  be  settled  on  the  list  of  cou- 
tributories  in  respect  of  the  shares  requisite  for  their  qualification. 

In  this  case  two  summonses  were  taken  out,  one  by  Sir  H. 
Isaacs,  the  other  by  Mr.  C.  Kegan  Paul,  asking  that  their  name^ 
might  respectively  be  removed  from  the  list  of  contributories  of 
the  company. 

The  company  was  incorporated  on  the  8th  of  November,  1SS9, 
with  a  nominal  capital  of  £500,000,  divided  into  25,000  pre- 
ference, and  25,000  ordinary  shares  of  £10  each,  w4th  power  to 
increase  the  capital  and  borrow  money  on  debentures. 

The  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  of  the  company 
were  signed  by   Sir  H,  Isaacs  in  respect  of  one  share. 

Article  71  of  the  articles  of  association  provided  that  the 
qualification  of  a  director  should  be  the  holding  of  shares  in  the 
company  of  the  nominal  amount  of  £1,000 ;  that  a  first  director 
might  act  before  acquiring  his  qualification  shares,  but  should  in 
any  case  acquire  the  same  within  one  month  from  his  appointment, 
and,  unless  lie  should  do  so,  should  be  deemed  to  have  agreed  to 
take  the  said  shares  from  the  company,  and  the  same  should  l)e 
forthwith  allotted  to   him   accordingly. 

Article  72  provided  that  the  first  directors  of  the  cnm])anv 
should  be  Sir.  H.  Isaacs  and  Mr.  H.  Bottomley,  and  such  other 
five  persons  as  should  be  appointed  in  writing  under  the  hands  of  a 
majority  of  the  subscribers  to  the  memorandum  of  association,  and 
that  such  first  directors  should  hold  office  until  the  ordinary  gene- 
ral meeting  in  the  year  1892. 
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Sir  H.  Isaacs  accepted  the  ofl&ce  of  director,  acted  as  such,  and 
was  present  at  every  meeting  of  the  board  from  the  24th  of 
February,  1890,  down  to  the  24th  of  March,  1891.  Mr.  Kegan 
Paul  was,  on  the  21st  of  February,  1890,  appointed  in  writing  to 
be  a  director  of  the  company  by  a  majority  of  the  subscribers  to 
the  memorandum  of  association,  under  the  powers  given  them 
by  article  72.  He  accepted  the  ofhce,  and  acted  as  a  director  from 
the  24th  of  February,  1890,  to  the  24th  of  March,  1891. 

The  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  upon  a  shareholder's 
petition,  in  May,  1891,  and  Sir  H.  Isaacs  and  Mr.  Kegan  Paul  had 
been  placed  upon  the  list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  100  shares 
each,  the  amount  of  their  qualification  as  directors. 

Neither  Sir  H.  Isaacs  nor  Mr.  Kegan  Paul  ever  applied  to  the 
company  for  any  sliares,  and  they  contended  that  there  had  never 
been  any  allotment  of  shares  to  them,  and  that  they  had  never 
received  any  notice  of  allotment  whatever.  Sir  H.  Isaacs  did  not 
■dispute  his  liability  in  respect  of  the  one  share  for  which  he  had 
subscribed  the  memorandum  of  association ;  but  both  lie 
[*  482]  and  Mr.  Kegan  Paul  *  disputed  their  Iial)ility  in  respect  of 
their  qualification  shares. 

No  share  register  of  the  company  was  produced,  and  it  did  not 
seem  clear  whether  there  ever  had  been  one ;  and  it  was  admitted 
by  the  counsel  for  the  official  receiver  that,  for  the  present  purpose, 
it  must  be  taken  that  (except  the  one  share  in  respect  of  which 
Sir  H.  Isaacs  had  signed  the  memorandum)  no  shares  had  ever 
been  formerly  allotted  to  Sir  H.  Isaacs  or  to  Mr.  Kegan  Paul,  or 
registered  in  their  names. 

Buckley,  Q.  C,  and  E.  S.  Ford,  for  the  applicants.  — A  member  of 
a  company  is,  under  section  23  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  a  per- 
son who  has  agreed  to  become  a  member,  and  whose  name  is  en- 
tered on  the  register  of  members.  The  articles  of  association 
constitute  a  contract  between  the  members  intei-  se,  not  between 
the  members  and  the  company.  The  applicants  never  agreed  with 
the  company  to  become  members  in  respect  of  the  shares  in  ques- 
tion, and  they  are  not  on  the  register.  They  cannot,  therefore,  be 
said  to  be  members  of  the  company  in  respect  of  them.  There  is 
no  question  here  of  the  directors  having  a  reasonable  time  within 
whicli  to  qualify  ;  the  article  is  explicit,  and  ])rovides  that  they 
are  to  qualify  within  one  month.  In  re  Wheal  Bvller  Consols,  57 
L.  J.  Ch.  333  ;  38  Ch.  D.  42  ;  Onslow's  Case,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  338  n  ;  Lord 
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Inchiquin's  Case,  60  L.  J.  Cli.  556  ;  (1891)  o  Ch.  28  ;  Mei/  v.  The  Posi- 
tive Government  Security  Life  Assurance  Company,  45  L.  J.  Ex.  58, 
451;  1  Ex.  D.  20  ;  and  Hewitt's  Case  and  Brett's  Case,  53  L.  J.  Ch. 
343  ;  25  Ch.  D.  283. 

The  fact  that  the  applicants'  names  are  not  on  the  register  is  very 
important.  Almost  all  the  cases  of  this  kind  have  gone  upon  the 
principle  that  where  a  man's  name  is  found  on  the  register  of 
sliareholders  of  the  company,  and  he  is  a  director,  he  will  be  taken 
to  be  a  member. 

[Stirling,  J.  Does  not  a  man  by  agreeing  to  become  a  director, 
agree  to  become  one  upon  the  terms  of  the  articles  ?] 

No  doubt ;  but  his  obligation  to  take  his  qualification  shares  is 
only  part  of  his  duty  as  a  director.  He  may  be  liable  for  a  breach 
of  duty,  but  not  as  a  contributory. 

Arnold  White  (Muir  Mackenzie  with  him),  for  the  official  re- 
ceiver. —  There  was  a  valid  contract  entered  into  by  the  applicants 
with  the  company  to  become  directors  upon  the  terms  of  articles 
71  and  72,  and  they  became  directors,  and  they  cannot  now  say 
that  they  did  not  agree  to  take  their  qualification  shares.  In  the 
cases  cited  there  was  no  provision  (as  there  is  here)  that  if  the 
directors  did  not  take  their  qualification  shares  within  a  limited 
time,  they  should  be  deemed  to  have  agreed  to  take  them  from  the 
company. 

Stirling,  J.  As  the  point  is  a  new  one,  I  shall  consider 
my  judgment.  All  I  say  at  present  is,  that  if  Sir  H.  Isaacs  and 
Mr.  Kegan  Paul  are  not  contributories,  the  law  is  in  a  very  un- 
satisfactory state. 

Stirling,  J.  (on  Feb.  10)  [stated  the  facts,  and  observed  that 
whether  any  shares  were  ever  formerly  allotted  to  the  applicants, 
and  whether  their  names  were  ever  entered  on  the  register  of  the 
company,  if  a  register  existed,  were,  in  his  view  of  the  evidence, 
matters  which  seemed  scarcely  to  have  been  ascertained  with  all 
the  exactness  which  was  desirable.  He  continued  :  ]  Taking  the 
case  of  Sir  Henry  Isaacs  first,  the  question  which  I  have  to  deter- 
mine is  whether  under  these  circumstances  he  is  liable  to  be 
placed  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  the  100  shares  constituting 
his  qualification  as  director ;  it  is  not  disputed  that  he  is  liable  for 
one  share.  This  depends  on  whether  it  can  be  inferred  from  the 
facts  that  there  was  an  agreement  on  his  part  to  become  a  mem- 
ber in  respect  of  the  qualification  shares,  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  23rd  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862.  For  this  purpose  it 
must  be  made  out  that  Sir  Henry  Isaacs  has  agreed  with 
[*  483]  the  company  to  take  from  the  company,  and  that  *  the  com- 
pany has  agreed  with  him  to  give  him,  100  shares.  The 
subject  of  the  liability  of  a  director  in  respect  of  qualification  shares 
has  often  been  considered.  The  cases  are  collected  in  Lindley  on 
Companies  (5tli  ed.),pp.  794-797,  and  the  Lord  Justice's  judgment 
m  In  re  Wheal  Bidler  Consols  shows  his  opinion  to  be  that  tlie  law 
is  not  in  a  satisfactory  state.  It  is  admitted,  however,  that  there 
is  no  case  which  precisely  governs  the  present.  It  appears  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  some  authorities,  and  particularly  Sir  C. 
Jessel,  M.  E.,  in  Karutlis  Case,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  622,  624,  625  ;  L.  R.  20 
Eq.  506,  510,  511 ;  and  Miller's  Case,  3  Ch.  D.  661,  665,  666  ;  that 
the  acceptance  of  the  office  and  acting  as  director  implied  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  director  to  acquire  the  proper  qualification. 
This  view  has  not  been  universally  accepted.  The  point  came 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  consisting  of  Lord  Justice  Cotton, 
Lord  Justice  Lindley,  and  Lord  Justice  Fry,  in  Hewitt's  Case  and 
Brett's  Case.  There  the  articles  of  association  provided  as  follows : 
"  The  qualification  of  a  director,  whether  hereby  appointed  or  not, 
shall  be  the  holding  in  his  own  right  shares  to  the  nominal  amount 
of  £500  upon  which  all  calls  have  been  paid."  In  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  Lord  Justice  Cotton  says :  "  There  is  a 
difference  of  opinion  between  the  members  of  the  Court  on  the 
question  whether  the  contract  entered  into  by  these  directors  to 
obtain  a  qualification  does  amount  to  an  agreement  to  take  shares 
within  the  meaning  of  the  23rd  section  ;  and,  in  the  view  of  this 
case  in  which  we  all  agree,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide,  and  we 
think  it  better  not  to  express  any  opinion,  on  this  point."  Tlie 
Court  agreed  that  if  such  a  contract  existed,  it  was  a  contract 
(regard  lieing  had  to  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association)  to 
take  shares  within  a  reasonalJe  time,  and  that  under  the  circum- 
stances such  reasonable  time  had  not  elapsed  when  the  company 
was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Subsequently  to  that  time  three 
cases,  and  three  only  so  far  as  I  can  discover,  have  occurred  in 
which  the  question  has  been  raised.  In  Onslow's  Caxe  the  articles 
of  association  provided  that  the  qualification  of  a  director  should 
be  the  holding,  in  his  own  right,  of  not  less  than  twenty-five  shares. 
The  decisions,  particularly  that  in  Brovjns  Case,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  153,  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  105,  show  that  articles  in  this  form  do  not  impose  an  obli- 
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gation  on  the  directors  to  take  the  shares  from  the  company  ;  the 
director  is  at  liberty  (at  all  events,  for  a  time)  to  acquire  them 
aliunde,  if  he  can  do  so.  However,  Captain  Onslow  sent  in  an  ap- 
plication asking  for  an  allotment  to  him  of  twenty-five  shares,  or 
.such  less  number  as  the  directors  might  think  fit,  and  only  five 
shares  were  allotted.  It  was  held  that  he  must  be  placed  on  the 
list  of  contributories  for  five  shares  only,  not  for  twenty-five.  That 
case  appears  to  me  to  have  been  decided  on  its  own  special  facts. 

In  1)1  re  Wheal  Buller  Consols  the  articles  provided  as  follows : 
"  The  qualification  of  a  director  shall  be  the  holding  of  preference 
shares  or  stock  of  the  company  of  the  nominal  value  of  £250  at 
tlie  least.  Any  director  may  act  before  acquiring  his  qualifica- 
tion sliares  or  stock.  The  office  of  director  shall  be  vacated  .... 
if  he  cease  to  hold  his  qualification  shares,  or  do  not  acquire  the 
same  within  three  months  after  election  or  appointment."  The 
holder  of  ten  shares  of  £1  each  accepted  the  office  of  director 
and  acted  as  such ;  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  be  settled  on 
the  list  of  contributories  for  more  than  ten  shares.  This  deci- 
sion rests  on  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association,  as  is  shown 
most  clearly  by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Bowex.  The  third 
case  is  that  of  Lord  Inchiquin.'  He  was  on  the  22nd  of  October, 
1888,  appointed  a  director  of  a  company  whose  articles  provided 
that  the  qualification  of  a  director  should  be  the  holding  of  at 
least  forty  shares  in  the  company.  At  a  board  meeting  held  on 
the  25th  of  October,  1888,  forty  shares  were  allotted  to  him,  and 
in  respect  of  these  his  name  was  placed  on  the  register;  but  he 
knew  neither  of  allotment  nor  registration.  He  acted  as  a  direc- 
tor on  the  28th  of  November,  1888,  and  on  the  16th  and  18th 
of  January,  1889,  and  resigned  on  the  2'Uh  of  January. 
It  was  *  held  that  he  must  be  settled  on  the  list  of  con-  [*484] 
tributories  for  these  shares.  In  that  case  there  existed  the 
elements  of  allotment  and  registration,  which  I  am  bound  to  treat 
as  absent  from  the  present ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Lord 
Justice  BowEN  speaks  of"  the  contract  with  the  company  by  virtue 
of  which  he  became  a  director  and  was  bound  to  qualify."  That  I 
understand  to  refer  to  an  implied  contract  between  the  director 
and  the  company.  It  does  not  appear  .to  me  that  any  one  of 
these  cases  settles  the  question,  which  was  deliberately  left  open 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Heinitt's  Case  and  Brett's  Case,  and  I  am, 
therefore,  compelled  to  express  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed. 
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I  tliink  that,  where  a  man  has  accepted  the  office  of  director  and 
acted  as  such,  there  ought  to  be  inferred  an  agreement  between 
him  and  the  company  —  on  his  part,  that  he  will  serve  the  com- 
pany on  the  terms  as  to  qualification  and  otherwise  contained  in 
the  articles  of  association  ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  company,  that 
he  shall  receive  the  remuneration  and  all  the  benefits  which  those 
articles  provide  for  directors.  To  use  the  language  of  Lord  Esiier, 
M.  R.,  in  Swahey  v.  Tlte  Port  Dariuin  Gold  Mining  Company, 
1  Megone,  385:  "The  articles  do  not  themselves  form  a  con- 
tract, but  from  them  you  get  the  terms  upon  which  the  directors 
are  serving."  The  articles  in  this  case  differ  from  those  in  any 
previous  case,  and  are  unusually  plain  and  explicit.  They  provide 
that  a  first  director  may  act  before  acquiring  his  qualification,  but 
shall  in  any  case  acquire  the  same  within  one  month  from  his 
appointment,  and  unless  he  shall  do  so,  (and  Sir  Henry  Isaacs 
did  not)  "  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  agreed  to  take  the  said 
shares  from  the  company,  and  the  same  shall  be  forthwith  allotted 
to  him  accordingly."  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  was  part 
of  the  implied  contract  between  Sir  Henry  Isaacs  and  the  com- 
pany that  he  would  (in  the  events  which  have  happened)  take 
from  the  company,  and  that  the  company  would  allot  to  him,  the 
qualification  shares.  There  were  at  all  times  down  to  the  wind- 
ing-up of  the  company  sufficient  shares  to  enable  an  allotment  to  be 
made  to  him  ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  established  that  he  agreed 
with  the  company  to  take,  and  that  the  company  agreed  with  him 
to  allot  to  him,  100  shares,  and  for  that  number  he  is  consequently 
liable  to  be  settled  on  the  list  of  contributories.  Mr.  Kegan  Paul's 
case  only  differs  from  Sir  Henry  Isaacs'  in  this  respect,  that  he  was 
not  named  a  director  by  the  articles  of  association,  but  was  on  the 
21st  of  February,  1890,  appointed  in  writing  by  a  majority  of  the 
subscribers  under  the  powers  conferred  by  article  72 ;  he  accepted 
office,  and  acted  as  director  from  the  24th  of  February,  1890,  to 
the  24th  of  March,  1891.  The  same  princi])les  seem,  therefore, 
to  apply,  and  both  summonses  are  consequently  dismissed,  with 
costs. 

Sir  H  Isaacs  and  Mr.  Kegan  Paul  apj'caled. 

Buckley,  Q.  C,  and  E.  .S.  Ford,  for  tlie  appellants,  repeated  the 
arguments  used  by  them  in  tlie  Court  below. 

Hastings,  Q.  C,  Muir  Mackenzie,  and  Arnold  White,  for  the 
respondent,  the  official  receiver  and  liquidator,  were  not  called 
upiin. 
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LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  real  difficulty  in  this 
case,  and  we  are  all  of  the  same  opinion.  I  really  do  not  know 
that  I  can  in  any  way  improve  upon  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Stirling,  which  seems  to  me  to  place  it  in  the  right  light.  The 
articles  are  peculiar,  and  at  last  we  have  got  a  form  wliicb  will,  1 
think,  suffice  to  fix  directors  who  act  without  qualification  to  an 
extent  which  is  not,  at  all  events,  to  be  regretted.  The  articles 
in  this  case  are  very  peculiarly  worded.  I  never  saw  anything 
like  them  before,  though  it  has  occurred  to  me  that  they  might 
be  so  framed.  [His  Lordship  read  article  71.]  Those  are  the 
terms  upon  which  Sir  H.  Isaacs  becomes  a  director.  The  72nd 
article  says  that  the  first  directors  shall  be  Sir  H.  Isaacs,  Mr. 
Bottomley,  and  some  other  people.  Sir  H.  Isaacs  signs  those 
articles,  and  I  do  not  myself  think  that  is  unimportant ;  it 
certainly  carries  the  case  further  than  the  *  Eleij  Case  [*485] 
and  the  case  of  Browne  v.  La  Triiiidad  Company  57  L.  J. 
Ch.  292  ;  37  Ch.  D.  1 ;  but  still,  putting  this  —  which  is,  perhaps, 
the  most  correct  way  —  as  an  oher  by  the  company  to  Sir  H.  Isaacs 
and  the  other  people  of  the  terms  on  which  they  are  to  become 
directors.  Sir  H.  Isaacs  accepts  these  terms  and  becomes  a  director. 
To  my  mind,  by  signing  the  articles,  he  assents  to  that  oiler  at 
once.  But  any  possible  doubt  as  to  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  mere  signing  is  removed  by  the  fact  that  he  actually 
acted  as  a  dfrector.  There  is  no  question  as  to  his  having 
accepted  the  terms.  Now  Mr.'  Buckley  says  there  is  no  contract 
to  be  implied  between  Sir  H.  Isaacs  and  the  company.  He  has 
assented  to  be  treated,  and  he  has  acted  as  if  he  had  agreed  to 
take  the  shares  from  the  company.  And  the  company,  what 
do  they  say  ?  They  are  to  be  treated  as  having  agreed  forth- 
with to  allot  the  shares  accordingly.  What  more  can  be  wanted  ? 
The  inference  appears  to  me  to  be  too  plain  to  be  mistaken.  Sir 
H.  Isaacs  is  consequently  a  contributory  for  the  qualification 
shares  to  the  amount  of  £1,000,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed, 
with  costs. 

BowEN,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  draughtsman 
of  the  articles  has  managed  to  get  out  of  the  difficulties  of  pre- 
vious cases,  and  out  of  the  difficulty  which  prevented  this  liability 
from  attaching  to  directors  in  cases  of  winding  up  companies.  It 
is  by  the  light,  as  it  seems  to  me,  of  the  decisions,  and  especially 
of  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  In  re  Wheal  Bidler  Consols,  that  the 
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})oint  of  law  in  this  case  becomes  intelligible  and  clear.  Here  is 
an  article  which  provides  that  the  qualification  of  the  directors 
is  to  be  the  holding  of  shares  in  the  company,  and  that  a  direc- 
tor, tliough  he  may  act  before  he  has  a  qualification,  shall  in  any 
case  ac(piire  the  same  within  one  month  of  his  appointment. 
Xow,  if  it  stood  there,  it  may  be,  and  probably  wonld  be,  that  a 
director  who  had  never  taken  shares  would  not  be  held  by  the 
mere  fact  that  he  had  been  a  director  upon  these  terms  to  have 
agreed  to  become  a  member  of  the  company.  The  reasoning  upon 
which  that  inference  would  have  been  drawn  is  as  follows :  This 
article  is  only  an  article  which  binds  the  members  of  the  com- 
pany. It  is  not  a  contract  between  the  director  and  the  company 
itself ;  and  although  it  is  true  that  by  signing  it  he  bound  him- 
self to  submit  to  it,  the  terms  contained  in  it  do  not  go  so  far 
as  to  say  that  he  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  a  member  of  the  company. 
It  is  only  that  his  qualification  ought  to  be  such  and  such  a 
number  of  shares,  and  it  might  have  been  added  with  impunity, 
as  the  Wheal  Buller  Case  shows,  that  he  was  to  vacate  his  appoint- 
ment within  a  certain  time  if  he  did  not  do  so.  But  these  articles 
go  further,  and  say  that,  unless  he  acquires  the  shares,  he  is  to  be 
deemed  to  have  taken  them  from  the  company.  That  is  further 
than  the  Wlieal  Buller  Case  and  Onslow  s  Case  go.  In  the  first 
place,  he  is  to  be  deemed  to  hold  them ;  and  in  the  next  place, 
he  is  to  be  deemed  to  hold  them  from  the  company.  What  is  the 
effect  of  signing  these  articles  of  association  by  this  gentleman  ? 
At  all  events,  as  soon  as  he  acts  as  a  director,  and  is  recognised  as 
a  director  by  the  company,  and  has  placed  himself  in  the  relation 
of  a  director  to  the  company,  these  articles  show  the  terms  of 
the  implied  contract  between  himself  and  the  company.  That  is 
the  effect  of  these  articles  so  far  as  regards  the  relationship  which 
exists  between  the  company  and  the  persons  who  propose  to 
become  directors  —  an  offer  put  forward  by  the  company  to  them 
of  the  terms  between  themselves  on  which  the  directors  are  sup- 
po.sed  to  act.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  tliat  offer  is  contained  in 
an  article  which  is  not  drawn  up  as  between  the  company  and 
the  directors,  but  which  is  drawn  up  as  between  the  shareholders 
and  the  company ;  but  by  utilising  these  articles  as  between  itself 
and  the  directors,  the  company  puts  forward  the  terms  of  the 
article  as  the  terms  by  which  it  will  recognise  the  relation  to 
be    defined,  and    the    director   by  becoming  director,  and   acting 


K.  C.  VOL.  VII.]      SECT.  HI.  —  DIRECTORS   AND    OFFICERS.  609 

No.  31.  —  In  re  Anglo-Austrian  Printing  and  Pub.  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  486. 

as  director,  accepts  that  position.  That  *  leads  us  to  [*  486] 
see  what  are  the  exact  terms  on  which  Sir  H.  Isaacs 
accepted.  He  has  gone  much  further  than  saying  he  shall  be 
bound  to  accept  shares  as  agreed  ;  he  goes  much  further  than 
saying  he  shall  vacate  his  office,  for  he  says  that  if  he  does  not 
take  the  shares,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  become  a  member. 
Those  are  the  very  terms  on  which  he  is  acting  as  a  director  of 
the  company ;  and  how  can  he  afterwards  say  these  are  not  the 
terms  on  which  he  agreed  to  act  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  whether 
you  put  it  as  a  case  of  an  agreement  created  by  reason  of  Sir 
H.  Isaacs'  signature  to  the  articles  of  association,  or  whether  you 
put  it  (as  I  think  I  myself  should  put  it)  as  an  implied  contract 
arising  out  of  his  relation  as  a  director  coupled  with  the  articles 
which  he  has  signed,  or  whether  you  put  it  as  a  case  of  estoppel,  the 
inference  is  equally  clear.  I  am  happy  to  say  that,  at  last,  justice 
is  done  between  directors  and  companies  by  an  article  of  this  sort. 
Kay,  L.  J.  I  agree  in  the  decision.  The  ground  of  my  agree- 
ment is  this — not  that  Sir  H.  Isaacs,  by  signing  the  articles, 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  company,  but  because,  having 
these  articles  before  him  as  the  terms  upon  which  he  was  to  be 
a  director  of  the  company,  if  he  became  a  director,  he  deliberately 
accepted  the  position  of  director ;  and  was  not  merely  director, 
but  chairman,  if  that  makes  any  difference,  for  much  more  than 
a  month  or  a  year.  What  was  the  effect  of  this  article  ? 
For  a  month  under  this  article  he  had  the  opportunity  of  acquir- 
ing shares ;  but  if  within  a  month  he  did  not  acquire  the 
shares,  what  would  then  be  the  effect  of  this  article?  Un- 
less he  acquires  them  within  a  month,  then  from  the  end  of 
that  month  he  is  in  this  position  —  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
agreed  to  take  the  shares  from  the  company,  and  the  company 
shall  be  bound  to  allot  him  the  shares.  Under  the  23rd  section 
of  the  Act  it  is  quite  plain  that  when  a  man  has  agreed  to  take 
shares,  this  Court  will  treat  him  as  though  he  had  the  shares  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  he  is  to  be  a  contributory  or 
not  in  the  event  of  the  company  being  wound  up.  Therefore, 
when  the  month  expired,  he  was,  by  reason  of  his  having  accepted 
the  office  of  director,  and  acting  in  that  office,  and  holding  it  for 
more  than  a  month,  in  the  position  which  the  terms  of  the 
articles  laid  before  him  as  the  position  in  which  he  would  be  if 
he  accepted  and  acted  —  namely,  that  of  a  person  who  is  to  be 
VOL.  VII.  —  39 
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"deemed  to  have  agreed  to  take  the  shares  from  the  company, 
aud  the  company  shall  forthwith  allot  them  to  him  accordingly." 
After  that,  it  seems  to  me  absolutely  impossible  that  a  person 
who,  with  this — call  it  what  you  like  —  offer  or  statement  of 
the  terms  upon  which  he  was  to  hold  the  office  before  his  eyes, 
having  deliberately  accepted  and  acted  in  that  office  for  more  than 
a  month,  could  possibly  say  to  the  company,  "  I  am  not  to  be 
deemed  to  have  agreed  to  take  the  shares."  I  think  it  does 
amount  to  an  agreement  between  Sir  H.  Isaacs  and  the  company, 
which  was  effected,  not  by  the  fact  of  his  signing  these  articles, 
but  by  his  accepting  the  office  of  director  and  retaining  it  for  a 
month ;  and  T  must  say  I  am  not  sorry  to  see  that,  at  last,  we 
have  a  form  of  articles  which  will  compel  gentlemen  who  accept 
the  office  of  directors  to  also  accept  that  obligation  which  the 
articles  have  in  an  imperfect  way  attempted  to  oblige  them  to 
accept  —  namely,  to  take  their  qualification  shares,  or  to  act  as 
if  they  had  taken  them. 

BowEN,  L.  J.    I  should  like  to  add  to  my  judgment  one  word. 
I  am  satisfied  that  our  judgment  is  travelling  exactly  on  the  same 
lines  as  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  In  re  JJlwal  BuUcr  Cunsols. 
Appeal  of  Sir  II.    Isaacs   dismissed.      Their   Lordships  also 
dismissed  Mr.  Keg  an  PanVs  appeal. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  law  as  laid  down  by  Stirling,  J.,  in  the  principal  case  —  and 
embodied  in  the  above  rule  —  \va.s  followed  and  ai>})]ied  bv  Kkkewich. 
J.,  in  Re  Bread  Supply  Association,  KonratWs  Case  (1893),  62  L.  J. 
Ch.  376,  68  L.  T.  212.  The  articles  simply  provided  that  the  quali- 
fication of  a  director  should  be  the  holding  of  fifty  shares.  K.  was 
elected  and  acted  as  a  director.  He  was  held  to  liave  been  rightly 
settled  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  fifty  shares. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

A  director  cannot  recover  for  ordinary  services  to  the  company  in  the 
absence  of  a  direct  provision  for  compensation  in  the  charter,  or  a  provision 
therein,  that  the  directors  may  fix  their  own  compensation.  \\\  either  cas<- 
there  is  an  implied  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  pay  the  salary 
thus  fixed,  or  if  one  has  not  been  fixed,  then  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion, Gruntly  v.  Pine.  Hill  Canal  Co.  (Kentucky),  !)  Southwestern  Reporter, 
414;  Santa  Clara  M.  Ass'n  v.  Meredith,  49  Maryland,  ;J89  ;  :3:3  Am.  Rep.  2()4  ; 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Elliott,  55  Towa.  104;  30  Am.  Rep.  167;  Kilpatriclc  v. 
Penrose,  ifc.  Co.,  \^  Pennsylvonio   Sta*".   \\^:    ss   Am.    Dec.  4.07  ;  'Sairyer  y 
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Pawner's  Bank,  6  Allen  (Mass.),  207  ;  Holland  v.  LewLston  Fails  Bank,  52 
Maine,  564 ;  Reed  v.  Hayt,  109  New  York,  659  ;  National  Bank  v.  Drake,  29 
Kansas,  311  ;  Chandler  v.  Bank,  I'd  New  Jersey  Law,  255;  Hodges  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  29  Vermont,  220 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ketchum,  27  Connecticut,  170  ;  Rogers 
V.  Hastings,  Sf  D.  R.  Co.,  22  Minnesota,  25  ;  Carr  v.  St.  Louis,  9  Mis.souri,  191  ; 
Thompson  v.  Willamette,  ^c.  Co.,  15  Oregon,  GDI ;  Holder  v.  Lafaijette,  &jC.  R. 
Co.,  71  Illinois,  106 ;  22  Am.  Rep.  89  ;  McDowall  v.  Sheehan,  129  Xew  York, 
200;  Ellis  V.  Ward,  137  Illinois,  509;  Crumlish's  Ad}7i'r  v.  Cent.  Imp.  Co.,  38 
West  Virginia,  390.    See  Simonsonv.  New  York  City  Ins.  Co.,  141  New  York,  12. 

But  for  services  beyond  their  regular  and  ordinary  duties  they  may  recover 
quantum  meruit.  Santa  Clara  Mining  Ass'n  v.  Meredith,  49  JMaryland,  389; 
33  Am.  Rep.  264;  Cheeney  v.  Lafayette,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  68  Illinois,  570;  18  Am. 
Rep.  584;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Elliott,  55  Iowa,  104;  39  Am.  Rep.  167  ;  New 
Orleans,  &fc.  P.  Co.  v.  Brown,  36  Louisiana  Annual,  138;  51  Am.  Rep.  5; 
Jackson  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  Co.,  2  Thompson  &  Cook  (New  York  Supreme  Ct.), 
653;  Shackelford  v.  N.  0.,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  37  Mississippi,  202  ;  Gardner  v.  Butler, 
30  New  Jersey  Equity,  702  ;  Rogers  v.  Hastings,  ^'c.  R.  Co.,  22  Minnesota, 
25;  Greensboro,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Stratton,  120  Indiana,  294;  Missouri  R.  Co.  v. 
Richards,  8  Kansas,  101  ;  Bartlett  v.  Mystic  River  Corp.,  151  Massachusetts, 
433  (where  it  was  understood  that  they  would  claim  compensation)  ;  Ten 
Eyck  V.  Pontine,  ^-c.  R.  Co.,  74  Michigar,  220;  3  Lawyers'  Reports  Annotated, 
378;  New  York,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  v.  Ketchum,  27  Connecticut,  170;  Fiy-st  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Drake,  29  Kansas,  311. 

But  even  in  such  case,  there  can  be  no  recovery  unless  there  was  an  under- 
standing beforehand  on  both  sides  that  compensation  was  to  be  made.  Pew 
V.  Gloucester  Nat.  Bank,  130  Massachusetts,  391  ;  Gill  v.  .V.  Y.  Cab  Co.,  48 
Hun  (New  York  Supreme  Ct.),  524;  Barril  y.  Calendar  In.ml.  Co.,  50  Hun, 
257.  In  the  Pew  case  the  Court  said  :  "  A  bank  or  other  corporation  may  be 
bound  by  an  implied  contract  in  the  same  manner  as  an  individual  may. 
But  in  any  case,  the  mere  fact  that  valuable  services  are  rendered  for  the 
benefit  of  a  party  does  not  make  him  liable  upon  an  implied  i^romise  to  pay 
for  them.  It  often  happens  that  parties  render  services  for  others  which  all 
parties  understand  to  be  gratuitous.  Thus  directors  of  banks  and  of  many 
other  corporations  usually  receive  no  compensation.  In  such  cases,  however 
valuable  the  services  may  be,  the  law  does  not  raise  an  implied  contract  to 
pay  by  the  party  who  receives  the  benefit  of  them.  To  render  such  party 
liable  as  a  debtor  under  an  implied  promise,  it  must  be  shown  not  only  that 
the  services  were  valuable,  but  also  that  they  were  rendered  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  raise  the  fair  presumption  that  they  were  to  be  paid  for ; 
or  at  least  that  the  circumstances  were  such  that  a  reasonable  man  in  tlje  same 
situation  with  the  person  who  receives  and  is  benefited  by  them  would  and 
ought  to  understand  that  com2:)ensation  was  to  be  paid  for  them."  This  case 
is  appi'oved  in  Fitzgerald  Const.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  137  United  States,  98. 

Mr.  Beach  says  (1  Private  Corporations,  sect.  235)  :  "  It  is  not  customary 
to  compensate  directors  fo^'  services  rendered  by  them  to  the  company  in  Ihe 
regular  course  of  their  duty,  and  they  cannot  recover  therefor  except  upon 
some  express  agreement  entered  into  between  them  and  the  com])any  before 
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the  rendition  of  the  services,  or  under  a  previously  existing  charter  provision 
or  hv-law.  But  for  .services  beyond  the  scope  of  their  othcial  duty,  directors, 
like  otlier  persons,  may  demand  a  quantum  meruit  compensation.  Thus  a 
director  of  a  raihoad  company,  who  at  its  request  rendered  services  as  its 
attorney,  and  in  procui'ing  aid  notes,  right  of  way,  and  in  enlisting  capitalists 
in  the  enterprise,  may  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services  on  an  im- 
jtlied  contract.  Ten  Eyck  v.  Pontiac,  Sec  R.  Co.,  74  Michigan,  226.  So  also 
the  managing  director  of  a  steamboat  company,  acting  as  captain  of  one  of 
the  boats,  is  entitled,  without  express  contract,  to  compensation  for  laborious 
and  responsible  services,  according  to  custom  and  value.  New  Orleans,  ^"c.  Co. 
V.  Brown,  M  Louisiana  Annual,  138;  51  Am.  Rep.  5."  In  the  Michigan  case 
above  cited,  the  Court  admitted  that  the  point  "  is  one  upon  which  there  is 
an  apparent  conflict  of  authority."  "Although  it  has  been  held  by  some 
Courts  that  a  dh"ector  cannot  enter  into  a  valid  contract  with  the  corporation 
of  which  he  is  agentj  although  the  corporation  is  represented  in  the  transac- 
tion by  a  majority  of  the  board,  yet  the  decided  weight  of  authority  and  of 
reason  supports  the  doctrine  that  such  a  contract  would  be  valid."  "  Suppose 
the  line  of  a  railroad  is  laid  across  land  owned  by  one  of  the  directors,  may  he 
not  enter  into  a  contract  to  sell  a  right  of  way  to  the  corporation?  Suppose  a 
director  is  possessed  of  superior  knowledge,  skill,  or  ability  to  serve  the  corpo- 
ration in  matters  not  strictly  within  the  line  of  his  duty  as  a  director,  may  it 
not  contract  with  him  for  his  services?"  The  precise  point  decided  in  the 
Louisiana  case  above  cited  was  that  the  directors  and  steamboat  captain, 
having  retained  compensation  for  his  services  as  captain  from  the  company's 
funds,  and  this  having  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  directors,  was  not  liable  to 
refimd  to  the  company.  The  Court,  however,  admitted  "  that  as  no  salary 
was  stipulated  in  the  contract,  none  could  be  claimed  by  the  defendant ;  "  if 
''  we  were  dealing  with  a  claim  ua-ged  by  defendant  for  such  a  salary,  we  would 
cheerfully  yield  the  correctness  of  that  proposition,  as  it  is  amply  supported 
by  law  and  overwhelming  authorities." 

Judge  Thompson',  in  his  85th  chapter,  discusses  this  subject  at  length, 
and  comes  to  these  conclusions  :  "  Directoi-s  of  corporations,  like  other  trus- 
tees, presumptively  serve  ivithout  compensation,  and  are  not  entitled  to  claim 
compensation  for  their  services,  unless  the  governing  statute,  or  some  by-law, 
resolution,  regulation,  or  contract,  made  or  assented  to  by  the  corporation 
at  large,  and  not  merely  by  the  directors  themselves,  gives  it  to  them." 
'•  A  director  cannot  recover  from  the  corporation  compensation  for  services 
which  may  fairly  be  deemed  incidental  to  his  duties  as  director,  and  to  have 
been  undertaken  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office."  "On  the  other  hand,  a 
director,  or  other  officer  of  a  corporation,  can  recover  on  an  express  or  implied 
assumpsit  for  services  rendered  the  corporation,  provided  such  services  are 
clearly  outside  the  scope  of  his  duties  as  such  officer."  Citing  Gridley  v. 
Lafayette,  &fc.  R.  Co.,  71  Illinois,  200;  Greensboro,  Sfc.  T.  Co.  v.  Stratlon,  120 
Indiana,  2(M  ;  Evans  v.  Trenton,  24  New  Jersey  Law,  704  ;  Henry  v.  RtUlaml, 
At.  R.  Co.,  27  Vermont,  435;  Brown  v.  Repuhlirnn  Silver  M.  Co.,  17  Colorado, 
421.  Judge  Thompsox  deems  that  in  Shackelford  v.  iV.  0.  Spc.  R.  Co.,  37 
INIississippi.  202,  the  Court  "has  perhaps  gone  too  far  in  laying  it  down  as  a 
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general  proposition,  that  directors  are  not  bound  to  render  any  services  to  the 
corporation  beyond  their  board  meetings  ;  and  accordingly  that  if  by  a  vote 
of  the  board  a  director  be  empowered  to  transact  certain  business,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  a  reasonable  compensation,  in  the  absence  of  some  agreement  to 
the  contrary."  On  the  other  hand,  he  thinks  that  in  Branch  Bank  v.  Collins, 
7  Alabama,  95,  the  Court  went  "  perhaps  too  far  in  holding  that  although  the 
services  rendered  by  the  director  are  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  his  duties, 
yet  he  will  be  entitled  to  no  compensation  for  them  so  long  as  his  office  of 
director  continues."  * 

In  Te7i  Eyck  v.  Pontine,  Sj^c.  R.  Co.,  supra,  the  director  was  an  attorney  at 
law,  and  at  the  request  of  the  directors  performed  services  in  procuring  right 
of  way,  and  aid  notes,  and  otherwise  promoting  the  interests  of  the  company, 
and  for  this  he  was  allowed  to  recover  as  on  an  implied  agreement  qiiaiUnm 
meruit.  To  the  same  effect,  Faulkiner  v.  Grand  Junction  R.  Co.,  4  Ontario 
Chancery,  350;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  cases,  591. 

Directors  may  not  vote  themselves  compensation  for  services  previously 
rendered  without  a  mutual  understanding  that  compensation  is  to  be  made. 
3  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sect.  4382 ;  citing  Wood  v.  Lost  Lake,  ^x.  Co., 
23  Oregon,  20  ;  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  651,  and  many  other  cases.  But  if  such 
services  were  rendered  on  a  mutual  understanding  that  compensation  was 
to  l)e  made,  the  amount  may  be  fixed  by  the  directors  after  the  rendition. 
St.  Louis,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Tiernan,  37  Kansas,  606. 

A  director  is  not  precluded  by  his  relation  to  the  company  from  recovei'iug 
upon  an  implied  assumpsit  for  the  company's  flse  of  his  patented  invention 
with  his  consent.  Deane  v.  Hodge,  35  IVIinnesota,  146  ;  and  the  same  principle 
in  Rider  v.  Union  India  Rubber  Co.,  5  Bosworth  (New  York  Siiperior  Ct.}, 
85,  97. 


No.  32.  — In  re  LANDS  ALLOTMENT  COMPANY. 

(c.  A.  1894.) 

RULE. 

Directors  of  a  company  are  trustees  of  the  moneys  of 
the  Company  w^hich  have  come  to  their  hands,  or  are  under 
their  control,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Trustee  Act  1888, 
sect.  1,  subs.  3,  and  they  can  therefore  successfully  plead 
lapse  of  time  under  sect.  8  of  the  same  statute  in  proceed- 
ings against  them  for  misapplication  of  the  funds  of  the 
Company. 
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In  re  Lands  Allotment  Company. 

1894,  1  Ch.  616-644  (s.  c.  63  L.  J.  Ch.  291 ;  70  L.  T.  286;  42  W.  R.  404), 

Company.  — Director.  —  Misfeasance. 

[61  e]  The  directors  of  the  L.  A.  Companj',  which  had  no  power  to  invest  its 
capital  in  the  shares  of  other  companies,  in  March,  1885,  accepted  fuUj' 
paid-up  shares  in  the  B.  S.  Company  to  the  amount  of  £35,000  in  discharge 
of  a  debt.  This  was  referred  to  in  the  balance-sheet  of  the  L.  A.  Company  as 
"  Assets.  By  B.  S.  Company,"  and  tlic  entry  was  explained  by  tlie  chairman  at 
the  general  meeting  in  April,  1885,  to  mean  that  it  represented  the  amount  due 
from  the  B.  S.  Company  for  an  estate  purchased  from  the  L.  A.  Company.  The 
same  item  was  repeated  in  successive  balance-sheets  till  1889.  The  investment 
was  made  without  any  fraudulent  intent.  The  L.  A.  Company  was  wound  up 
in  1893:  — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Wright.  J.),  tliat,  assuming  that  the  directors 
had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  investing  the  money  in  shares  of  the  B.  S. 
Company,  they  were  protected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ;  and  that 
[*617]     there  had   been  no  such  fraudulent  concealment  on  *  their  part,  not- 
withstanding the  false  statement  by  the  chairman  at  the  meeting,  to 
prevent  time  from  running  mider  the  statute. 

Whether  the  directors  had  not  power  to  accept  the  shares  of  the  B.  S.  Com- 
pany, if  they  took  them  as  a  compromise  for  the  dcl)t,  and  not  witli  the  intention 
of  retaining  them  as  a  permanent  investment  —  Qiicere. 

In  July,  1889,  the  directors  of  the  same  company  passed  a  resolution  td  invest 
a  fiu'ther  sum  of  £5200  in  more  paid-up  shares  of  the  B.  S.  Comjmny.  Hwo 
directors,  B.  and  T.,  were  not  present  at  tlie  meeting,  but  they  were  present  at 
the  next  meeting,  at  which  the  minutes  of  the  ])revious  meeting  were  read  and 
confirmed.  B.  was  in  the  chair  and  signed  the  minutes.  B.  was  also  in  the 
chair  at  the  next  general  meeting  of  the  conipany.  and  he  tlitii  referred  to  the 
new  investment,  and,  speaking  on  belialf  of  tlie  directors,  said  :  "  We  carefully 
considered  the  matter,  and  deemed  it  advisable  to  exercise  our  riglit  of  subscrip- 
tion, and  liave  no  reason  to  regret  our  decision  "  :  —  • 

Held  (reversing  the  decisicm  of  Wrtoht,  J.),  that  although  the  presence  of 
B.  and  T.  at  the  meeting  at  which  tlic  minutes  of  tlie  previous  meeting  were 
confirmed  was  not  suflpcient  in  itself  to  make  either  of  them  liable  for  the  tdlra 
vires  investment,  yet  B.  had  by  his  action  as  chairman  at  that  meeting,  and  by 
his  statement  at  the  general  meeting,  shown  that  he  took  an  active  jiart  in  the 
investment,  and  must  be  held  responsible  for  it. 

The  Lands  Allotment  Company,  Limited,  was  registered  as  a 
limited  company  on  the  25th  of  Novem])er,  1867. 

By  the  memorandum  of  association  the  ohjects  of  the  company 
were  stated  to  he  the  purchasing,  acquiring,  improving,  dealing 
with,  and  disposing  of  lands  of  any  tenure  situate  in  Great  Britain 
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or  elsewhere ;  the  constructing  and  repairing  buildings  and  erec- 
tions thereon  ;  the  granting  rights  and  easements  over  any  land 
acquired  by  the  company  ;  the  raising  money  by  way  of  mortgage 
or  charge  of  or  upon  anj-  land  or  property  which  should  have  been 
piirchased  or  acquired  by  the  company,  or  of  or  upon  any  estate  or 
interest  therein,  and  the  raising  money  upon  debenture  bonds, 
-deposit  notes,  or  other  securities  of  the  company ;  the  lending 
money  by  way  of  mortgage  or  charge  of  or  upon  any  land  which 
should  have  been  sold,  demised,  exchanged,  or  granted  or  agreed 
to  be  sold,  demised,  exchanged,  or  granted  by  the  company,  or  of 
or  upon  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  and  the  carrying  on  of 
business  as  land  agents  and  negotiations  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  land. 

By  the  99th  article  of  the  articles  of  association  the  directors 
were  empowered  "  to  employ  and  invest  the  capital  paid  up  and 
other    moneys   received  by    the    company    whether   upon 
deposit    'or  otherwise   in   or  upon   such  securities,   real,   [*618] 
personal  or  mixed,  other  than  their  own  shares,  as  they 
might  from  time  to  time  approve. " 

Early  in  1885  a  builder  named  J.  W.  Hobbs  was  indebted  to 
the  Lands  Allotment  Company  to  the  value  of  £35,000.  A  joint 
stock  company  called  the  Building  Securities  Company  was  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  his  business  and  liabilities,  and 
among  other  things  they  undertook  the  liability  of  paying  the 
debt  of  £35,000  to  the  Lands  Allotment  Company.  But  the 
Building  Securities  Company,  not  having  the  money  at  their 
disposal,  made  an  arrangement  with  the  directors  of  the  Lands 
Allotment  Company  that  the  last-mentioned  company  should 
take  7000  shares  of  £5  each  in  the  Building  Securities  Company 
in  full  discharge  of  this  liability.  Accordingly,  at  a  meeting  of 
the  board  of  directors  of  the  Lands  iMlotment  Company,  held  on 
the  2nd  of  March,  1885,  at  which  the  following  directors  were 
present,  S.  E.  Pattison,  Rev.  Dawson  Burns,  G.  Dibley,  M. 
Theobald,  and  G.  E.  Brock,  and  also  H.  G.  Wright,  the  solicitor 
of  the  company,  a  resolution  was  passed  to  apply  for  7000  shares 
in  the  Building  Securities  Company,  and  to  pay  the  same  up  in 
full.  This  resolution  was  confirmed  at  the  next  meeting  of  the 
board  on  the  9th  of  March,  when  the  same  directors  were  present, 
and  also  Mr.  Jabez  S.  Balfour,  the  chairman  of  the  company. 
''''he  shares  were  in  due  course  allotted  and  paid  for  by  a  cheque 
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for  £35,000,  which  was  balanced  by  a  cheque  for  the  same  amount 
drawn  by  the  JUiikling  Securities  Company  in  discharge  of  their 
liability  to  the  Lands  Allotment  Company. 

This  transaction  was  referred  to  in  the  balance-sheet  of  the 
Lands  Allotment  Company,  issued  in  March,  1885,  as  follows  : 
"Assets.  By  Building  Securities  Company,  £35,000."  At  the 
animal  general  meeting  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company,  held  on 
the  18th  of  April,  1885,  at  which  Mr.  Jabez  S.  Balfour  presided, 
and  at  which  the  other  above-mentioned  directors  were  present,. 
Mr.  Balfour  was  questioned  by  Mr.  Wratten,  one  of  the  share- 
holders, as  to  the  meaning  of  this  item,  and  he  replied,  according 
to  the  minutes  of  the  shorthand  writer,  that  it  was  an  asset  repre- 
senting an  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  Building  Securities  Company 
in  respect  of  an  "  estate "  which  they  had  purchased 
[*619]  *from  the  Lands  Allotment  Company,  and  that  it  was 
put  down  as  an  unpaid  item  in  order  that  the  shareholders 
might  see  what  it  was.  There  was,  however,  some  doubt  whether 
the  word  used  by  Mr.  Balfour  was  "  estate"  or  "  asset. "  The  same 
item  appeared  in  the  balance-sheet  in  the  four  following  years. 

At  the  general  meeting  on  the  16th  of  April,  1887,  Dibley,  who 
was  chairman,  was  asked  by  one  of  the  shareholders  for  an  expla- 
nation of  the  item  in  the  balance-sheet,  and  he  replied  that  the 
Building  Securities  investment  was  the  same  as  it  had  been  for  the 
last  two  or  three  years;  and  that  the  Building  Securities  Company 
was  a  very  good  company  indeed,  and  the  directors  considered  it 
a  very  cajntal  investment. 

At  the  general  meeting  on  the  16th  of  May,  1888,  the  item  was 
again  referred  to  as  an  investment  which  could  be  disposed  of  in 
due  time. 

At  the  general  meeting  on  the  28th  of  November,  1888,  Dibley 
was  again  in  the  chair,  and  he  stated  that  the  directors  were  per- 
fectly satisfied  with  the  investment  in  the  shares  of  the  Building 
Securities  Company,  and  that  the  investment  paid  a  very  good  rate 
of  interest,  and  they  thought  it  would  be  unwise  at  the  present 
time  to  distml)  it. 

At  the  general  meeting  on  the  15th  of  April,  1889,  ]')rock,  who 
was  in  the  chair,  referred  to  the  investment  in  similar  terms  of 
approbation. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  on  the  1st  of  July,  1889,  at  which 
£.    Barnard  and  J.   W.   Dresser  were  present,   but  Theobald  and 
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Brock  were  both  absent,  it  was  resolved  to  apply  for  1040  more 
paid-up  £5  shares  in  the  Building  Securities  Company,  and  the 
niuney  was  paid  to  that  company  l)y  three  bills,  which  were  duly 
met  by  the  Lands  Allotment  Company. 

At  a  board  meeting  on  the  9th  of  October,  1889,  during  the 
currency  of  the  last  of  the  bills,  Brock,  who  had  been  chairman 
of  the  company  since  April,  was  present.  The  minutes  of  the 
yearly  meeting,  among  other  minutes,  were  read  and  confirmed, 
and  were  signed  by  Brock  as  chairman.  Theobald  was  also 
present,  and  did  not  oppose  the  confirmation  of  the  minutes. 

At  the  general  meeting  on  the  17th  of  April,  1890,  Brock 
was  in  the  chair.  He  then  said :  "  With  respect  to  this 
new  *  investment.  You  will  no  doubt  observe  that  we  [*  620] 
have  increased  our  holding  in  the  shares  of  the  Building 
Securities  Company.  That  company  decided  last  year  on  making 
a  further  issue  of  capital,  and  they  intimated  to  us,  with  other 
shareholders,  that  we  were  entitled  to  so  many  additional  shares. 
We  carefully  considered  the  matter,  and,  having  regard  to  the 
excellent  return  on  our  then  holding,  and  our  confidence  iu  the 
management  of  the  company,  we  deemed  it  advisable  that  we 
should  exercise  our  right  of  subscription,  and  we  have  had  no 
reason  to  regret  this  decision,  seeing  that  the  company  is  paying 
an  eminently  satisfactory  dividend  of  7  per  cent. " 

The  Building  Securities  Company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up 
in  1892. 

The  Lands  Allotment  Company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  on 
the  16th  of  January,  1893,  and  in  August,  1893,  the  official 
liquidator  took  out  a  summons  to  make  the  directors  Pattison, 
Burns,  Dibley,  Brock,  and  Theobald  jointly  and  severally  liable  to 
make  good  to  the  assets  of  the  company  the  sum  of  £35,000  im- 
properly invested  by  them  in  the  purchase  of  7000  shares  of  the 
Building  Securities  Company. 

He  also  took  out  another  summons  to  declare  Barnard,  Dresser, 
Brock,  and  Theobald  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  sum  of 
£5200  invested  by  them  in  1040  other  shares  in  the  same 
company. 

The  summonses  came  on  for  hearing  before  Mr.  Justice  Wright 
on  the  13th  of  December,  1893. 

Finlay,  Q.  C. ,  E.  S.  Ford,  and  Aluir  Mackenzie,  in  support  of 
the  summonses :  — 
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As  regards  the  first  sumiiious :  The  investment  in  shares  was 
ultra  vires.  Having  regard  to  art.  99,  it  woukl  have  been  an 
improper  investment  even  without  reference  to  the  wording  of 
the  memorandum  of  association.  IJut  the  case  must  be  decideil 
on  the  wording  of  the  memorandum  of  association  alone,  v/ithout 
reference  to  the  articles,  and  the  investment  was  clearly  not  within 
the'  powers  given  by  the  memorandum.  If  the  investment  was 
ultra  vires,  the  respondents  are  clearly  liable.  If  it  was  intra 
vires,  they  are  liable  because,  under  the  circumstances,  it 
[*621]  *  was  an  improper  investment,  and  they  have  fallen  short  of 
the  standard  of  care  required  from  directors.  In  re  Oxford 
Benefit  Building  and  Investment  Society,  '6o  Ch.  D.  502 ;  56  L.  J. 
Ch.  98  ;  Leeds  Estate  BiLilding  and  Invcstinent  Company  x.  Shepherd, 
36  Ch.  D.  787,  805  ;  57  L.  J.  Ch.  46.  The  respondents  may  con- 
tend that  they  are  entitled  to  set  up  the  defence  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations;  but  this  cannot  be  raised  where  what  is  complained 
of  is  a  continuing  act.  In  re  Sivain,  [1891]  3  Ch.  233;  61  L.  J. 
Ch.  20. 

Moreover,  directors,  being  in  a  fiduciary  position  as  regards  the 
company,  or  "  quasi  trustees,"  are  not  entitled  to  set  up  the  defence 
of  the  statute.  Flitcroffs  Case,  21  Ch.  D.  519,  535;  52  L.  J.  Ch. 
217 ;  In  re  Oxford  Benefit  Building  and  Investment  Society,  35  Ch. 
D.  509;  56  L.  J.  Ch.  98;  Iii  re  Fa  are  Electric  Accumulator  Com- 
pany, 40  Ch.  D.  141,  150 ;  58  L.  J.  Ch.  48 ;  In  re  Sharpe,  Masonic 
and  General  Life  Assurance  Company  v.  Sharjjc,  [1892]  1  Ch.  154; 
61  L.  J.  Ch.  193.  Nor  is  the  position  of  a  director  improved  by 
the  Trustee  Act,  1888.  He  is  not  a  trustee  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  3,  of  that  Act — that  is  to  say,  "  an  executor 
or  administrator, "  "  a  trustee  whose  trust  arises  by  construction  or 
implication  of  law,"  or  "  an  express  trustee."  Sovereign  Life  As- 
surance Comjjany  v.  Wilmot,  9  Times  L.  E.  525  ;  In  rr  Bowdev, 
Andrew  v.  Cooper,  45  Ch.  D.  444;  59  L.  J.  Ch.  815. 

And,  even  if  a  respondent  was  a  trustee  within  the  Act,  he 
could  not  avail  himself  of  its  protective  provisions,  because  sect. 
8  expressly  excepts  the  case  in  which  "  the  claim  is  founded  upon 
any  fraud  or  fraudulent  breach  of  trust. " 

[Herbert  Reed,  Q.  C. ,  for  Theobald:  —  The  question  of  fraud 
cannot  be  raised,  as  the  summons  does  not  specifically  allege  fraud. 
Bentinck  v.  Fenn,  12  App.  Cas.  652;  In  re  New  Mashonala.d 
Exploration  Comp)any,  [1892]  3  Ch.  577 ;  61  L.  J.  Ch.  617.] 
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[They  also  referred  to  Moore  v.  K,mjht,  [1891]  1  Cli.  547;  60 
L.  J.  Ch.  271;  In  re  Pacje,  Jones  v.  Morgan,  [189o]  1  Cli.  30-1; 
62  L.  J.  Ch.  592  ;  In  re  Guraej,  Mason  v.  Mercer,  [1893]  1  Ch. 
590  ;  In  re  National  Permanent  Mutual  Benefit  Building  Societj, 
43  Ch.   D.   431.] 

As  regards  the  second  summons :   All   the  respondents 
are  *  liable.      It  is  unnecesary  to  show  that  each  director  [*  622] 
was  present  at  every  meeting. 

Ingpen,  for  Burns  :  — 

The  Trustee  Act,  1888,  affords  this  respondent  complete  protec- 
tion if  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  misfeasance,  for  no  fraud  on  liis 
part  is  alleged.  Before  that  Act  the  ground  on  which  a  director 
was  held  liable  on  a  misfeasance  summons  was  that  he  was  a 
"  constructive  trustee, "  and  the  Act  expressly  applies  to  such  a 
trustee. 

There  was  no  continuing  breach  of  trust  in  this  case. 

Farwell,  Q.  C. ,  and  Brain  well  Davis,  for  Dresser :  — 

No  case  of  acting  ultra,  vires  or  fraudulently  has  been  estab- 
lished. As  regards  the  investment,  it  can  be  supported  as  an 
interim  investment.  It  was  not  a  speculative  one.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  directors,  having  exercised  a  discretion  and 
acted  honestly,  are  not  liable,  even  although  a  mistake  has  been 
made :  London  Financial  Association  v.  Kelk,  26  Ch.  D.  107 ; 
Lindley  on  Companies,  5th  ed.  p.  373. 

Woodfall,   for  Dibley  :  — 

Although  the  articles  of  association  cannot  extend  the  memor- 
andum, they  may  be  read  to  explain  it.  They  may  define  tlie 
directors'  powers  as  to  the  management  of  the  company's  affairs. 
If  the  investment  had  been  a  speculative  one,  there  might  be  a 
liability  attaching ;  but  this  is  not  so  where  what  has  been  done 
is  simply  taking  the  best  you  can  get  to  cover  a  bad  debt.  Royal 
Bank  of  India' s  Case,  L.  E.  4  Ch.  252. 

[He  also  referred  to  Parker  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  8  Ch.  1035;  Har- 
hor  Bank  v.  Levns  Co.  Bank,  11  Barb.  213,  cited  in  Brice  on 
Ultra  Vires,  3rd  ed.  p.  177;  British  and  American  Telegraph 
Company  v.    Albion  Bank,   L.    E.    7  Ex,    119. 

Marshall  Hall,  and  E.  E.  Moore,  for  Brock :  — 

As  regards  the  first  summons,  the  purchase  of  shares  was 
*  within  the  wording  of  the  memorandum  of  association,   [*623] 
for  it  authorises  dealings  in  land,  and  land  was  the  only 
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commodity   with    which    the    Building    Securities    Company   had 
anything  to  do. 

l^ii'ock  is  mider  no  liability  in  respect  of  the  matter  referred  to 
in  tlie  second  summons.  He  was  present  only  at  the  confirming 
meeting,  and  before  that  was  held  everything  had  been  arranged. 

Herbert  Eeed,  Q.  C. ,  and  C.  E.  E.  Jenkins,  for  Theobald :  — 

•The  Court  has  many  times  said  that  directors  are  not  trustees, 
but  agents  to  conduct  the  business  of  the  com})any.  If  that  is  so, 
they  are  entitled  to  set  up  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  if  not,  they 
are  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  Trnstee  Act,  1888.  At  any 
rate,  they  are  constructive  trustees.  Charitable  Cooyoration  v. 
button,  2  Atk.  400. 

As  to  the  second  summons,  Theobald  only  attended  the  confirm- 
ing meeting,  and  cannot  be  held  liable  for  what  had  already  been 
decided  on. 

Houghton,  for  Pattison,  was  not  called  on. 

Muir  Mackenzie,  in  reply  :  — 

Before  the  Trustee  Act,  1888,  directors  were  held  not  to  be 
trustees,  but  to  stand  in  such  a  fiduciary  position  towards  the 
company  that  they  w^ere  liable  as  trustees.  The  Act  only  affords 
a  director  protection  if  he  is  actually  a  trustee,  as  the  word  is 
therein  defined ;  and  it  is  plain  that  a  director  does  not  come 
within  the  definition.  But  if  the  directors  are  trustees  in  the 
strictest  sense,  the  case  made  out  against  them  brings  them 
within  the  exception  in  sect.  8  of  the  Act. 

As  regards  the  second  summons,  Barnard  and  Dresser  are  in  the 
same  position.  Brock  and  Theobald  cannot  escape  liability  be- 
cause they  were  not  present  at  all  the  meetings.  Joi7it  Stock 
Discount  Company  v.  Brown,  L.  E.  8  Eq.  381. 

[They   also  referred  to  Darby  and  Bosancpiet  on  the  Statutes 
of  Limitations,  2nd  ed.  p.  556.] 
[*624]       *  Wright,  J.  :  — 

As  regards  the  first  summons  in  tliis  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  nnist  be  dismissed.  The  Lands  Allotment  Cdui- 
pany,  of  which  tlie  respondents  were  directors,  had  made  advances 
to  J.  W.  Hobbs,  a  builder,  and  in  respect  of  these  advances  he 
owed  them  £35,000  or  upwards.  A  new  comi)ain',  called  the 
Building  Securities  Company,  was  then  being  formed  for  the  very 
purpose  of  taking  over  the  business  of  J.  W.  Hobbs ;  and  as  this 
company  had  undertaken  to  pay  off  Hobbs's  liabilities,  it  would 
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have  had  to  pay  the  Lands  Allotment  Company  this  debt  of 
£35,000.  For  the  common  convenience  of  both  companies,  nr 
at  any  rate  for  the  convenience  of  Mr.  Balfour,  and  those  in 
whose  interests  he  acted,  a  proposal  was  made  —  it  does  not  at 
all  appear  by  whom  —  that  in  substance  the  Building  Securities 
Company  should  hand  over  7000  of  their  £5  shares  to  the  Lands 
Allotment  Company,  and  that  Hobbs's  liability,  vv-hich  otherwise 
the  Building  Securities  Company  would  have  had  to  pay  otf  to  the 
Lands  Allotment  Company,  should  be  treated  as  extinguished. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  any  of  the  gentlemen  who  are  respon- 
dents to  this  summons  had  any  dcjubt  that  that  was  an  excellent 
business  arrangement.  The  Building  Securities  Company  went  on 
for  a  considerable  time  without  getting  into  any  difficulties,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  show  that  there  was  any  reason  to  suppose 
that  what  had  Ijeen  done  was  in  any  way  a  waste  of  the  assets  of 
the  Lands  Allotment  Company. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  entirely  ultra  vires  of  the  Lands 
Allotment  Company,  under  their  memorandum  of  assooiation,  to 
put  any  of  their  capital  or  any  of  their  assets  into  the  shares  of  a 
company  trading  for  purposes  entirely  foreign  to  the  purposes  of 
that  memorandum  of  association.  In  my  opinion,  there  are  no 
such  words  in  the  memorandum  as  could  possibly  be  held  to 
justify  an  investment  in  the  shares  of  the  Building  Securities 
Company.  "  But  it  is  merely  a  question  of  ultra  vires, "  then 
say  the  respondents,  "  and  we  are  saved  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions. It  is  true  that  we  were  trustees,  or  we  admit  we  were 
trustees,  and  should  therefore  be  liable  but  for  the  Trustee  Act, 
1888  ;  but  we  are  saved  by  that  Act.  "  Xo  decision  on  that  point, 
as  regards  the  directors  of  a  company,  has  been  cited  to 
*me,  though  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Chitty  (Sovereign  [*62o] 
Life  Assurance  Company  v.  Wilmot,  9  Times  L.  E.  525, 
has  been  referred  to,  in  which  it  appears  to  me  he  did  not  decide 
the  point  at  all ;  but  it  is  a  point  of  the  greatest  importance, 
which,  no  doubt,  must  be  decided  sooner  or  later,  and  I  hope 
very  soon  by  a  higher  tribunal  than  this.  Without  at  all  deciding 
that  the  Trustee  Act,  1888,  does  not  apply  of  its  own  force  to 
directors  of  companies  as  directors,  as  to  which  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  doubt,  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
them.  The  trustees  mentioned  in  the  Act  of  1888  are  persons 
who  in  the  contemplation  of  Law  are  in  reality  trustees,  and  I 


6li2  COKI'OKATION. PART    111. 


No.  32.  —  In  re  Lands  AUotment  Co.,  1894,  1  Ch.  625,  626. 


tliiuk  tliat  of  itself  the  Act  would  not  apply  to  relieve  directors 
of  companies  acting  as  such,  as  distinguished,  of  course,  from 
cases  in  which  they  may  be  trustees  of  property  or  anything  else 
for  their  company  or  for  anybody  else.  But  then,  I  think  that, 
under  sect.  165  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862  —  for  which  sect. 
10  of  the  Companies  (Winding-up)  Act,  1890,  under  which  this 
summons  has  been  issued,  has  been  substituted  —  the  Courts  have 
always  treated  directors  as  being,  although  not  trustees,  very  much 
in  the  position  of,  or  for  most  purposes  in  the  position  of,  trustees ; 
and  it  is  as  being  assimilated  to  trustees  that  they  are  sought  to  be 
held  liable  in  this  case.  But  if  they  had  been  trustees  in  the 
fullest  sense,  they  would  have  been  relieved  by  the  Act  of- 1888; 
and  since  their  liability  is  only  because  of,  or  depends  upon,  their 
being  assimilated  to  trustees,  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be  wrong 
to  hold  them  entitled  to  less  protection  than  the  protection  to 
w'hich  real  trustees  would  be  entitled.  It  seems  to  be  an  a 
fortiori  case.  If  they  are  treated  as  trustees  merely  on  the 
ground  that,  although  they  are  not  trustees,  they  ought  to  lie 
treated  like  them,  it  seems  to  follow  that  they  ought  to  be  entitled 
to  at  least  the  same  protection,  in  the  matter  uf  limitation,  as  real 
trustees. 

If  that  is  the  case,  it  rests  upon  the  applicant  t()  show  th;,t  the 
directors  are  disentitled  to  claim  the  Ijenefit  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  on  the  ground  of  "  fraud  or  fraudulent  breach  of  trust 
to  which  the  trustee  was  party  or  privy. "  Then,  is  there  evidence 
on  which  I  ought  to  act,  that  there  has  been  fraud  or  fraud- 
ulent  breach  of  trust  to  which  the  respondents  were 
[*626]  parties  *or  privy?  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  that  is 
exactly  the  question  to  be  decided,  because  if  1  am 
right  in  saying  that  directors  are  within  the  protection  of  the 
Act,  not  because  of  the  words  of  the  Act,  but  because  the  Court 
assimilates  them  to  trustees,  it  may  well  be  that  directors  will 
be  disentitled  to  protection  by  something  short  of  what  would 
disentitle  a  real  trustee  to  the  protection  of  the  Act.  I  do  not 
wish  to  decide  any  such  question.  But  here  only  one  charge  of 
fraud  is  made,  —  that  is,  a  fraud  of  concealment,  which  is  sought 
to  be ■  sup]K)rted  by  evidence  of  what  took  place  at  a  meeting  in 
1885.  Apart  from  that,  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  there  was 
neither  fraud  nor  negligence  on  tlie  part  of  any  of  these  gentle- 
m.iu,  unless   it  were  Mr.  Balfour.      I  tliiiik  they  might  perfectly 
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well  believe  themselves  justitieJ  in  acting  upon  the  articles  of 
association;  and  on  the  articles  of  association,  apart  from  the 
memorandum  of  association,  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  invest- 
ment would  have  been  within  the  powers  of  the  company :  in 
which  case  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  it  was  any  such  irrational 
thing  fur  the  directors  to  do  so  as  to  make  them  guilty  of 
misfeasance. 

[His  Lordship  concluded  by  dealing  with  the  evidence,  and,  as 
regards  that  which  related  to  the  charge  of  concealment,  held  tliat 
it  was  too  slender,  when  standing  by  itself,  to  be  acted  upon  in  a 
<3a.se  of  this  kind.] 

Then  we  come  to  the  second  summons.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  further  investment  of  the  sum  of  £5200  in  the  additional 
shares  was  ultra  vires,  and  I  cannot  see  any  answer  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Dresser  or  Mr.  Barnard  as  regards  that  part  of  the  case.  As 
regards  Mr.  Brock  and  Mr.  Theobald,  there  is  no  real  evidence  to 
show  that  either  of  these  gentlemen  was  party  beforehand  to  the 
transaction  being  brought  forward  before  the  board.  There  is 
merely  the  statement  by  Mr.  Brock  on  a  subsequent  occasion  that 
the  directors  had  all  thought  it  an  excellent  investment ;  but 
neither  Brock  nor  Theobald  was  present  at  the  meeting  at  which 
the  resolution  was  passed  for  taking  up  these  further  shares,  and, 
although  they  did  attend  what  is  called  the  confirming  meeting  in 
October,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  that  mere  fact,  by  itself, 
makes  any  difference,  because  before  the  confirming  meet- 
ing in  October  the  whole  thing  had  been  cairied  *into  [*627] 
e.Kecution.  All  the  bills  given  for  the  shares  had  either 
been  paid  or  put  into  currency,  and  all  that  was  done  at  the  so- 
called  confirming  meeting  was  that  the  usual  resolutions  were 
carried,  and  the  minutes  of  the  previous  meeting  were  read  and 
confirmed. 

I  think  that  all  this  is  not  enough  to  fix  liability  upon  anybody. 
But  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Theobald  and  Mr.  Brock  ought  to  have  con- 
sidered this  matter,  and  as  it  must  be  imputed  to  them  that  they 
must  have  known  that  the  investments  were  improper  ones,  I 
cannot  say  that  it  was  wrong  to  make  the  application  against 
them.  As  against  them,  the  summons  will  be  dismissed  with- 
out costs;  as  regards  Dresser  and  Barnard,  it  will  be  allowed 
with  costs. 

From  the  judgment  on  both  summonses  the  Official  Li(|indator 
appealed.      Dresser  and  Barnard  did  not  appeal. 
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The  appeal  came  on  to  Ije  heard  t»n  the  .'Ust  of  January,  1.S94. 

Fiiilay,  Q.  C. ,  E.  S.  Ford,  and  Minr  Mackenzie,  for  tlie 
appellant :  — 

The  investment  of  the  capital  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Com- 
pany in  the  shares  of  another  limited  liability  company  was  not 
sanctioned  by  the  memorandum  of  association  or  the  articles  of 
association.  It  was  not  merely  a  temporary  investment  of  shai<  s 
taken  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  Ijut  a  ptamanent  investment  i  f 
the  assets  of  the  company.  It  was,  therefore,  an  ultra  vins  aet 
for  which  the  directors  wliu  were  present  at  the  meetings  when 
the  investment  of  the  £o5,000  was  made  were  liable.  This 
applies  to  all  the  directors  named  in  the  first  summons.  Their 
only  defence  is  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  they  claim  the  bene- 
fit of  thQ  Trustee  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  59),  sect.  8,  sub-sect. 
1  (a),  which  puts  trustees,  except  in  cases  of  fraud,  or  where  they 
are  in  possession  of  trust  property,  on  the  same  footing  as  persons 
who  are  not  trustees.  But  the  directors  of  a  company  are  n«.t 
trustees  Avithin  the  meaning  of  this  clause.  It  is  true  that  seei. 
1  of  the  Act  provides  that,  for  the  purpose  of  the  Act,  the  expres- 
sion "  trustee"  shall  be  deemed  to  include  a  trustee  whose 
[*628]  trust  *  arises  by  construction  or  implication  of  law  as  well 
as  an  express  trustee ;  but  that  does  not  include  persons 
in  the  position  of  directors.  They  have  been  held  in  several  cases 
to  be  persons  in  a  fiduciary  position  ;  but  they  have  never  been 
held  to  be  trustees  either  express  or  constructive.  A  trustee 
implies  the  possession  of  trust  funds,  which  the  directors  have 
not ;  they  have  only  the  power  of  dealing  with  the  funds  of  the 
company:  In  re  Faure  Electric  Accumulator  Company ;  Flitcrofts 
Case;  In  re  Sharpe.  But  if  the  Court  should  be  against  us  on 
the  construction  of  the  statute,  there  is  another  reason  why  the 
directors  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
namely,  that  the  investment  in  question  was  fraudulently  con- 
cealed from  the  shareholders.  In  the  first  general  meeting  after 
the  investment  was  made,  the  chairman  stated  that  the  sum  of 
£.':55,000  which  a])peared  in  the  balance-sheet  as  an  asset  of  the 
company  represented  an  amount  which  had  been  paid  by  the 
Building  Securities  Company  in  respect  of  an  estate  which  they 
had  purchased  from  the  Lands  Allotment  Company.  This  was 
entirely  false,  and,  though  the  entry  appeared  every  year  in  the 
balance-sheet,  it  was  never  explained  to  the  shareholders  till  the 
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meeting  in  Xovember,  1888,  which  is  within  the  limit  of  six 
years.  The  balance-sheet  was  in  fact  delusive,  and  deceived  the 
shareholders.  The  directors  were  all  responsible  for  the  conceal- 
ment, and  they  cannot  therefore  rely  upon  the  statute.  Moore  v. 
Knight,  [1891]  ICh.  547;  60  L.  J.  Ch.  271. 

[Kay,  L.  J.,  referred  to  Willis  v.  Earl  Hoice,  [1S93]  2  Ch.  545; 
62  L.  J.  Ch.  690.  ] 

With  respect  to  the  second  appeal,  which  relates  to  the  addi- 
tional investment  of  £5200,  both  Theobald  and  Brock  were 
present  at  the  meeting  of  the  directors  in  October,  1889,  when 
the  minutes  of  the  meeting  at  which  the  investment  was  made 
were  confirmed.  They  ought  to  have  objected  to  it  as  ultra  virea, 
and  had  the  resolution  revoked.  With  respect  to  Brock  the  case 
goes  further,  for  he  was  in  the  chair  and  signed  the  minutes ;  and 
also,  at  the  subsequent  general  meeting  on  the  17th  of  April, 
1890,  he  called  attention  to  the  additional  investment,  and 
said:  *"  We  carefully  considered  the  matter,  and  deemed  [*629] 
it  atlvisable  that  we  should  exercise  our  right  of  subscrip- 
tion" to  the  Building  Securities  Company.  He  thus  admitted  his 
concurrence  in  the  investment,  and  his  consequent  liability.  Joivt 
Stock  Discount  Company  v.  Brown,  L.  R  8  Eq.  381 ;  Ashhurst 
V.  Mason,  L.  R.    20  Eq.    225. 

LiXDLEY,  L.  J.,  said  the  Court  did  not  desire  to  hear  counsel 
for  any  of  the  respondents  except  Brock. 

Swinfen  Eady,  Q.  C. ,  Woodfall,  and  G.  E.  Tyrrell,  appeared 
for  Dibley. 

Houghton,  for  Pattison. 

Ingpen,  for  Burns. 

Herbert  Piced,  Q.  C. ,  and  C.  E.  E.  Jenkins,  for  Theobald. 

Marshall  Hall,  and  R.  E.  Moore,  for  Brock :  — 

When  Brock  signed  the  minutes  of  the  previous  meeting  of 
July,  1889,  it  was  too  late  to  object  to  the  investment.  The 
minutes  were  only  confirmed  as  to  their  accuracy.  A  director  is 
not  bound  to  proceed  against  his  brother  directors  to  revoke  nitr:' 
vires  acts  which  they  have  committed.  With  respect  to  his  speech 
at  the  general  meeting,  when  he  said  "  we"  he  did  not  speak  for 
himself  personally,  but  as  the  mouthpiece  of  the  board,  as  the 
editor  of  a  newspaper  speaks  on  behalf  of  the  proprietors. 

LiXDLEY,    L.  J.  :  — 

Tins  is  an  a])plication  under  sect.  10  of  the  Companies  (Wind- 

•.  OL.      II.  —  40 
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ing-up)  Act,  1890,  which  has  replaced  a  previous  section  of  the 
Act  of  1862. 

Two  summonses  have  been  taken  out  against  former  directors 
of  this  Lands  Allotment  Company  which  is  now"  being  wound  up. 
The  object  of  the  first  summons  is  to  compel  certain  gentlemen  to 
refund  or  make  good  the  sum  of  £35,000,  and  the  object  of  the 
second  is  to  compel  two  of  them,  viz.,  Mr.  Brock  and  Mr.  Theo- 
bald, to  make  good  a  suni  o-"  £5200. 
[*630]  *As  to  the  £35,000,  the  case  stands  in  this  way.  It 
appears  that  a  builder  named  Hobbs  was  indebted  to  this 
company  to  the  extent  of  £35,000,  and  that  a  company,  called  the 
Building  Securities  Company,  was  formed  to  purchase  Hobbs 's 
business,  to  take  over  his  assets  and  his  lialjilities.  Under  the 
arrangements  made  in  the  formation,  or  after  the  formation,  of 
the  Building  Securities  Company,  it  became  their  duty,  as  between 
them  and  Hobbs,  to  pay  off  that  sum  of  £35,000  which  he  owed 
to  the  Lands  Allotment  Company,  and  they  proceeded  to  do  that 
in  this  way.  They  had  not,  as  I  infer  from  the  form  taken  by 
the  transaction,  £35,000  to  pay  off  Hobbs 's  debt  with,  and  so  they 
said  to  the  Lands  Allotment  Company,  "  If  you  will  buy  our  shares 
to  the  amount  of  £35,000,  and  send  us  a  cheque  for  that  sum,  you 
shall  have  the  cheque  back,  and  so  we  will  repay  you  Hnlbs's 
debt. "     And  that  farce  was  gone  through. 

Now,  what  is  the  effect  of  that  ?  In  point  of  fact,  no  money 
passed  out  of  the  coffers  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company  into  the 
coffers  of  the  Building  Securities  Company.  It  was  a  mere  paper 
tran.saction  so  far  as  cash  was  concerned.  It  is  very  true,  cheques 
were  handed  into  the  l)ank  one  day  and  taken  out  the  next ;  luit 
the  real  substance  of  that  transaction,  when  you  see  through  the 
cloak  which  is  thrown  around  it,  is  that  the  Lands  Allotment 
Company  took  £35,000  worth  of  shares  in  the  Building  Securities 
Company  in  satisfaction  of  Hol)bs's  debt.  That  was  what  was 
really  done. 

Now  it  is  said  that  that  is  a  transaction  which  is  uHra  vires  of 
tlie  directors  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company.  I  doul)t,  if  you 
look  at  it  as  I  am  disposed  to  do  as  a  matter  of  substance,  whetliei 
it  is.  I  have  not  the  slightest  intention  of  throwing  any  doubt 
whatever  upon  its  being  nJtr((  vires  if  the  effect  of  it  was  to  invest 
money  for  the  Lands  Allotment  Company  in  the  purchase  of  shares 
in  the   Building  Securities  Company.      I  have  not  the  sliglitest 
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doubt  that  that  would  be  ultra  vires,  notwithstanding  the  in, 
genious  argument  we  have  heard  upon  the  ineinorandum  of 
association  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company.  But,  in  substance, 
I  doubt  whether  it  was  not  within  the  powers  of  the  directors  to 
take  fully  paid-up  shares  of  any  company  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt 
which  they  could  not  get  paid.  At  all  events,  I  shall  pass 
*that  over,  and  for  the  rest  of  my  observations  1  sliall  [*  6/51] 
assume  that  the  learned  Judge  was  right  m  holding  it 
to  be  an  ultra  vires  transaction.  -Then,  if  it  was  an  improper 
transaction,  all  those  directors  who  were  parties  to  this  improper 
investment,  for  in  this  point  of  view  it  was  improper,  would 
naturally  and  obviously  be  liable  to  make  good  the  money.  All 
that  is  conceded  if  the  assumption  is  granted.  Then  comes  the 
question  whether  they  are  protected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
which  is  applicable  to  trustees,  and  the  learned  Judge  has  held 
that  they  are,  and,  I  confess,  it  appears  to  me  that  he  is  obviously 
right  in  the  construction  which  he  puts  upon  that  statute.  Just 
consider  what  we  are  asked  to  do  here.  We  are  really  asked  to 
put  ourselves  in  a  most  grotesque  position.  We  are  asked  to  say 
tliat  the  directors  are  liable  for  these  moneys  upon  the  footing 
that  they  committed  a  breach  of  trust,  Ijut  that  they  are  not 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  which  was 
passed  for  the  benefit  of  trustees.  I  cannot  be  party  to  any 
decision  so  supremely  absurd.  Although  directors  are  not  prop- 
erly speaking  trustees,  yet  they  have  always  been  considered  and 
treated  as  trustees  of  money  which  comes  to  their  hands,  or  which 
is  actually  under  their  control ;  and  ever  since  joint  stock  com- 
panies were  invented  directors  have  been  held  liable  to  make  good 
moneys  which  they  have  misapplied  upon  the  same  footing  as  if 
they  were  trustees,  and  it  has  always  been  held  that  they  are  not 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  old  Statute  of  Limitations  because 
tliey  have  committed  breaches  of  trust,  and  are  in  respect  of  such 
moneys  to  be  treated  as  trustees.  Then,  when  the  Legislature 
passed  an  Act  of  Parliament  —  the  Trustee  Act,  1888  (51  &  52 
Vict.  c.  59),  — •  protecting  trustees  against  actions  for  breaches  of 
trust,  how  can  it  be  with  any  reason  said  that  directors  are  not 
to  have  the  benefit  of  this  statute  ?  I  cannot  go  that  length.  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  statute  does  apply.  Let  us  look  at  the  words 
of  it.  The  first  section  of  the  Act  with  which  we  are  dealing 
says  this:  "  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  expression  'trustee' 
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shall  be  deemed  to  include  an  executor  or  administrator  and  a 
trustee  whose  trust  arises  by  construction  or  implicutiim  of  law 
as  well  as  an  express  trustee,  but  not  the  official  trustee 
[*632]  of  charitable  funds."     I  rather  think  when  you  *  look  at 
the  case  of  Soar  v.  Ashivdl,  [1893]  2  Q.  B.    390,   395,  in 
which  Lord  Justice  Bowen  took  so  much  pains  to  classify  trustees 
and  to  distinguish  constructive  trustees  from  express  trustees,  you 
will   find  that  directors  are  considered  as  express  trustees  of  money 
which  they  have   control   of.      But,    if   not,    certainly   they   come 
within  the  other  part  of  the  definition  of  "  construction  or  implica- 
tion of  law.  "     It  is  precisely  because  they  are  one  or  the  other 
that  they  always  have  been  held  liable   and  have  always  been 
denied  the  benefit  of  the  old  Statute  of  Limitations.      That  being 
the  case,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  these  gentlemen  are 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute.      The  statute  applies  to  them, 
and  applies  to  all  directors  who  have  in  their  hands  or  under  tlieir 
control  moneys  of  a  com^jany,  and  who  by  mistake  or  carelessness 
misapply  it.      There  are  words  in  sect.  8  which  render  this  statute 
inapplicable  to  cases  of  misappropriation  of  money  to  the  use  of 
the  persons  misapplying  it  and  to  cases  of  fraud.      But  no  charge 
of  such  misappropriation  or  of  fraud  is  brought  against  the  direc- 
tors in  the  present  case. 

But  although,  so  far,  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  this  statute 
is  applicable,  another  point  is  raised  which  is  important.  It  is 
said  that  this  was  one  of  those  cases  of  concealed  fraud  in  which 
the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  until  the  fraud  was  discovered. 
Now  the  misapplication  in  this  case  was  not  fraudulent  in  any 
sense.  I  am  quite  satisfied  from  the  affidavits  of  the  directors 
that  they  thought  they  were  doing  what  was  right  and  beneficial 
to  the  company.  They  made  a  mistake  in  their  powers,  assuming 
as  I  do  now  that  this  was  an  ultra  vires  transaction.  But  the  case 
of  concealed  fraud  is  attempted  to  be  made  out  in  this  way,—  that, 
at  a  meeting  when  this  matter  was  referred  to,  the  £35,000  was 
entered  in  the  first  balance-sheet,  and  su])se(iuent  balance-sheets, 
as  an  asset  under  the  words  which  I  will  read.  It  is  on  the  credit 
side.  "Assets.  By  Building  Securities  Company,  £35,000." 
Now  that  by  itself,  to  my  mind,  may  mean  anything.  It  is 
clear  that  it  means  an  asset.  But  it  may  mean  land  owned  by 
the  Building  Securities  Company ;  it  may  mean  that  it  is  an 
investment  in   that   company.      That  entry   in   the  balance-sheet 
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is  quite  consistent  with  either  view.  *  But  we  have  it  [*63o] 
proved,  subject  to  a  remark  wliich  I  will  make  presently, 
that  shortly  after  this  transaction,  viz.,  on  the  18th  of  April, 
1885,  and  after  the  balance-sheet  to  which  I  referred  had  been 
circulated  among  the  shareholders,  Mr.  Balfour  made  a  speech  or 
answered  a  cpiestion  put  to  him  by  one  of  the  shareholders.  The 
shareholder  asked  the  chairman,  Mr.  Balfour,  "  I  see  an  item  of 
£35,000  Building  Securities  Company  in  the  assets.  Is  there  any 
reason  why  we  should  not  know  what  those  securities  are  '{  "  Then 
Mr.  Balfour  says  this,  in  answer  to  that  question,  "  It  will  be 
probably  best  to  answer  the  question  of  Mr.  Wratten  right  away. 
There  is  no  reason  for  anybody  not  having  any  information  they 
w^ant.  Everybody  apparently  but  Mr.  Wratten  knows  that  the 
'£35,000.  By  Building  Securities  Company'  is  an  asset  represent- 
ing an  amount  which  is  to  be  paid  by  the  Building  Securities 
Company  in  respect  of  an  estate  they  have  purchased  from  us. " 

Now,  w^hether  the  real  word  used  here  was  "  estate, "  as  the 
shorthand  writer  maintains,  or  was  "  asset, "  as  is  suggested  in  the 
statement  by  Mr.  Balfour,  the  statement  that  £35,000  is  an  asset 
representing  an  amount  which  is  to  be  paid  by  the  Building  Securi- 
ties Company  is  untrue.  No  one  could  justify  that  in  any  sense  : 
whether  you  treat  the  words  as  "an  estate"  or  "an  asset,"  the 
statement  is  untrue.  The  argument  is  then  put  in  this  way,  — 
tliat  this  untrue  statement  was  made  by  Mr.  Balfour  at  a  meeting 
at  which  these  other  gentlemen  who  are  sought  to  be  charged  with 
this  sum  were  present,  and  that,  unless  they  did  not  then  and  tliere 
get  up  and  deny  it  and  put  it  right,  they  are  to  be  treated  as  parties 
to  the  untrue  statement,  and  as  concealing  the  transaction.  I 
think  it  would  be  pressing  that  contention  against  them  a  great 
deal  too  far  if  we  gave  effect  to  it.  In  the  first  place,  I  can  easily 
understand  that  they  did  not  realise  the  effect  of  his  statement 
about  the  money  being  paid  at  all ;  and  the  affidavits  which  they 
have  tiled,  and  to  which  I  have  referred,  satisfy  me  that  they 
thought  it  was  a  thing  not  to  be  concealed,  but  a  thing  rather  to 
be  proud  of.  They  thought  they  had  done  an  uncommonly  good 
thing  for  this  company  in  putting  £35,000  into  the  shares  of  this 
l)uilding  society.  Why  should  they  want  to  conceal  it  ? 
Why  Mr.  Balfour  should  have  *gone  out  of  his  way  to  say  [*634] 
what  he  did  I  do  not  know,  and  I  think  the  evidence  is  far 
too  weak  to  justify  us  in  holding  the  other  directors  liable  for 
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these  moneys  on  the  ground  that  they  were  parties  to  a  fraud  lu 
concealing  what  they  had  done.  1  am  strengthened  very  much  in 
that  conclusion  hy  expressions  which  were  used  at  suh.sequent 
meetings,  and  to  which  I  will  refer.  At  the  meeting  of  1887, 
Mr.  Dibley  was  then  in  the  chair.  He  said:  "The  Ikiilding 
Securities  investment  is  just  the  same  as  it  has  been  for  the  last 
two  or  three  years.  The  Building  Securities  is  a  very  good  com- 
pany indeed,  and  we  consider  it  is  a  very  capital  investment  hy 
the  board."  And  later  on,  in  1888,  it  is  (|uite  obvious  that  eveiy- 
body  knew  the  exact  nature  of  this  investment  —  knew  that  it 
was  an  investment  of  money  in  shares  of  the  Building  Securi- 
ties Company.  Now%  the  only  deduction  which  I  can  draw  from 
these  materials  is,  that  it  would  not  be  right  to  saddle  these 
gentlemen  with  a  charge  of  fraud  or  concealment  of  fraud  in 
respect  of  this,  transaction, — I  do  not  think  that  any  jury 
would  do  that,  — and  I  acquit  them  of  it  altogether.  Although, 
therefore,  if  the  true  view  is  that  this  was  an  ultra  vires  transac- 
tion, the  directors  would  be  liable  to  replace  the  money,  they  are 
protected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  which  I  have  referred, 
and  the  appeal  against  the  learned  Judge's  decision  as  regards  them 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs  as  against  all  of  them. 

I  now  come  to  the  second  transaction,  which  is  a  different  matter 
altogether.  It  appears  that  in  July,  1889,  a  further  sum  of  £5200 
was  invested.  It  really  was  this  time  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
shares  of  this  Building  Securities  Company.  There  were  1040 
shares  of  £5  each  which  were  applied  for  and  taken.  They  were 
not  paid  for  in  cash  at  the  time.  They  were  paid  for  by  three 
bills  at  various  dates.  At  the  meeting  of  the  1st  of  July,  1889, 
neither  Mr.  Brock  nor  Mr.  Theobald,  who  are  sought  to  be  made 
liable  for  this  improper  investment,  were  present.  On  the  9th 
of  October,  after  two  of  the  bills  which  had  been  given  had 
become  due  and  had  been  paid,  and  whilst  the  third  bill  was 
running,  and  before  it  became  due,  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of 

the  1st  of  July,  1889,  were  confirmed.  At  that  confirnia- 
[*6;35]  ti on  meeting  on  the  9th  of  October,  1889,  Mr.  *  Theobald 

and  Mr.  Brock  were  both  i>resent,  and  it  is  l)ecause  i\ii. 
Theobald  was  present  at  that  meeting  that  it  is  sought  to  chaise 
liim  with  liabilities  in  res])ect  of  this  sum.  Now,  it  is  (piiti^ 
certain  upon  the  evidence  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  tlie 
transaction  originally.      He  was  away  on  the  sea,  and  had  nothing 
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to  do  with  this  at  all,  and  the  case  against  him  is  simply  that  he 
was  party  to  the  confirmation,  and  it  is  put  in  this  way,  —  that  he 
thereby  adopted  or  ratified  it,  and  that  he,  at  all  events,  might 
have  taken  legal  proceedings,  or  induced  the  company  to  take  legal 
proceedings,  to  set  aside  the  transaction.  Now  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  authority  which  goes  the  length  of  saying  that  a  director  who 
is  not  a  party  to  any  misapplication  of  a  company's  funds  is  liable 
for  not  taking  legal  proceedings  to  upset  the  transaction  after  the 
thing  is  done,  and  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  applicable  to  these  cases  if  we  were  now  first  to 
make  a  precedent  of  that  kind.  I  am  satisfied  from  Mr.  Theobald's 
affidavit  that  he  knew  nothing  at  all  about  the  matter,  and  when 
he  did  come  back,  and  found  out  what  was  done,  it  was  too  late 
to  stop  it ;  the  matter  was  over,  and  past  praying  for,  so  far  as  he 
was  concerned.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Justice 
Wright  was  quite  right  in  exonerating  Mr.  Theobald  from  all 
liability  in  respect  of  that  sum. 

As  regards  Mr.  Brock,  the  case  is  a  very  different  one  indeed. 
Mr.  Brock,  although  he  was  absent  in  July,  1889,  had  been  a 
director  of  this  company  for  some  time,  and  had  been  chairman 
of  the  directors,  and  when  he  came  back  —  which  he  did  before 
the  9th  of  October,  1889  —  he,  as  an  acting  director  and  as  chair- 
man of  directors,  took  the  chair  at  the  meeting,  and  he  signed  the 
resolutions  confirming  what  had  taken  place.  If  the  matter  had 
stood  there,  I  should  have  thought  that  he  would  have  been  in 
the  same  position  as  Mr.  Theobald ;  but  the  case  does  not  stop 
there,  for  on  the  17th  of  April,  1890,  there  was  a  meeting  at  which 
Mr.  Brock  made  this  speech,  as  appears  from  the  evidence  whicli 
has  been  given.  There  is  no  reason  for  distrusting  the  evidence  of 
the  shorthand  writer  upon  this  point.  Mr.  Brock  was  in  the  chair 
at  the  annual  general  meeting  of  the  17th  of  April,  1890,  and  he 
says  this :  "  You  will  no  doubt  observe  that  we  have  in- 
creased our  holding  in  the  shares  of  the  *  Building  Securi-  [*  636] 
ties  Company. "  This  is  true :  they  had  increased  it  by 
£5200.  "That  company  decided  last  year  on  making  a  further 
issue  of  capital,  and  they  intimated  to  us,  w^ith  other  shareholders, 
that  we  were  entitled  to  so  many  additional  shares.  We  carefully 
considered  the  matter,  and  having  regard  to  the  excellent  return  on 
our  then  holding,  and  our  confidence  in  the  management  of  the 
company,  we  deemed   it  advisable   that  we  should  exercise  our 
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light  of  subscription,  and  we  have  had  no  reason  to  regret  this 
decision,  seeing  that  the  company  is  paying  an  eminently  satis- 
factory dividend  of  7  per  cent."  Now,  it  is  impossible,  I  think, 
after  that  to  say  that  Mr.  Brock  knew  no  more  about  it  than  Air. 
Theobald.  I  cannot  construe  that  speech,  even  making  all  allow- 
ance for  the  use  of  the  word  ''  we,"  as  amounting'  to  anythiny  else 
than  this,  —  a  statement  by  Mr.  Brock  that  "  we, "  including  the 
directors  and  including  himself,  "  carefully  considered"  this 
application  before  they  made  up  their  minds  to  accept  that 
offer.  He  was  chairman  from  April,  and  his  chairmanship 
covered  the  whole  period  of  the  negotiations  which  led  to  this, 
and  he  says :  "  We  carefully  considered  the  matter,  and  we  deemed 
it  advisable  that  we  should  exercise  our  right  of  subscription. " 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  from  his  own  statement,  that  Mr. 
Brock  was  so  mixed  up  in  this,  and  took  so  active  a  part  in  it, 
that  he  is  liable;  and  I  think  his  view  was,  until  the  matter  got 
into  liquidation,  that  it  was  a  judicious  thing  to  do.  He  not  only 
approved  of  it,  but  he  thought  it  was  an  uncommonly  good  thing 
for  the  shareholders,  and  he  claims  credit  to  himself  for  his  in- 
telligence in  seeing,  as  he  thought,  that  it  was  an  uncommonly 
good  thing.  I  take  him  as  doing  exactly  what  he  says  he  did,  — 
'exercising  his  judgment  upon  it,  believing  perfectly  honestly  it 
was  intra  vires,  but  making  a  mistake  as  to  the  powers  of  directors 
in  investing  money.  As  regards  him,  therefore,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  appeal  must  succeed,  and  he  must  be  held  liable  for 
this  £5200,  together  with  the  other  two  directors  who  have  not 
appealed. 

Kay,  L.  J.  :  — 

The  transaction  as  to  the  £.'-)5,000  seems  to  have  l)een  of  this 

kind.  This  Allotment  Coiii])aiiy  had  been  formed,  and 
[*  637]  Hobbs,  the  *]iuilder,   was  in(li'l)ted  to  tliem  in  a  sum  of 

£35,000.  Then  shortly  afterwards  tlic  Building  Securities 
Company  was  formed,  and  we  are  told  it  vva^^  fomied  for  the  pur- 
pose, amongst  other  things,  of  taking  over  tht  Itiiihling  business 
of  Mr.  Hobbs.  Then  the  parties  were  in  tliis  josition.  The 
Building  Securities  Company  were  going  to  Imy  Hol)bs'  business, 
and,  of  course,  they  would  owe  to  Hoblis  a  large  sum  for  the  pur- 
chase of  that  business.  What  the  amount  was  we  are  not  told. 
Hobbs  was  indebted  in  £35,000  to  the  Lands  Allotment  (Com- 
pany,   and   an    arrangement  was    made    between  Hobbs  and    the 
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Lands  Allotment  Company  and  the  Building  Securities  Company, 
by  which  the  Building  Securities  Company  were  to  pay  Hobbs' 
debt  upon  condition  that  the  £35,000  should  be  invested  in  shares 
of  the  Building  Securities  Company.  In  point  of  fact,  it  was  a 
kind  of  compromise  of  the  indebtedness  of  Hobbs  to  the  Lands 
Allotment  Company.  I  do  not  know,  of  course,  what  all  the 
circumstances  were,  but  it  is  quite  possible  it  may  have  been  the 
very  best  way  of  getting  Hobbs'  debt  paid,  because  it  seems  that 
these  Building  Securities  Company  shares  were  very  valuable  at 
that  time  and  for  some  time  afterwards,  and  for  some  years  paid  a 
very  large  dividend.  I  will  not  pause  to  consider  whether  that 
was  intra  vires  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company  or  ultra  vires, 
but  it  would  require  a  great  deal  of  argument  to  convince  me  that 
the  directors  of  a  company  like  the  Lands  Allotment  Company 
might  not  make  a  compromise  of  that  kind  if  it  was  a  compromise 
with  a  person  largely  indebted  to  their  company.  I  conceive  that 
the  directors  of  every  company  being  the  managing  agents  of  a 
trading  concern  have  considerable  authority  and  power  in  dealing 
with  outstanding  debts  due  to  the  concern,  and  it  is  quite  possible 
that  this  may  have  been  the  very  best  arrangement  that  could  have 
been  made  for  compromising  that  large  liability  of  Hobbs  to  the 
Lands  Allotment  Company.  But  I  will  assume  it  was  not,  and 
treat  this  for  the  purpose  of  argument  as  an  investment  in  shares 
of  the  Building  Securities  Company  of  £35,000,  which  were  the 
moneys  of  the  Lands  Allotment  Company.  I  am  very  clearly  of 
opinion  that  if  they  did  buy  shares  in  that  company  it  might  be 
an  act  beyond  their  powers, — -buying  them,  not,  be  it  observed,  as 
an  interim  investment  of  moneys  that  they  wanted  at 
the  time  to  invest  in  *  certain  securities,  but  buying  them,  [*  638] 
as  it  appears  they  did  buy  them,  as  shareholders  out  and  out 
in  this  Building  Securities  Company, —  shares  which  they  intended 
to  hold  and  which  they  did  hold  for  a  very  long  time  afterwards. 
Then  comes  the  question,  what  was  the  position  of  the  directors 
who  made  an  improper  and  ultra  vires  investment  of  that  kind  ? 
Now,  case  after  case  has  decided  that  directors  of  trading  com- 
panies are  not  for  all  purposes  trustees  or  in  the  position  i»f 
trustees,  or  quasi  trustees,  or  to  be  treated  as  trustees  in  every 
sense ;  but  if  they  deal  with  the  funds  of  a  company,  although 
those  funds  are  not  absolutely  vested  in  them,  but  funds  which  are 
under  their  control,  and  ileal  ^vith  those  funds  in  a  manner  which 
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i.s  beyond  their  powers,  then  as  to  that  dealing  they  are  treated  as 
having  committed  a  breach  of  trust.      1  do  not  believe  that  there 
has  ever  been  any  deviation  from    the  language   of    the   late  Sir 
Geoege  Jessel  in  the  case  of  In  re  Forest  of  Dean  Coal  Mining 
Companij,   10  Ch.   D.  450,  453.     Sir  George  Jessel   said   this: 
"  Directors  are  called   trustees.      They   are  no  doubt  trustees    of 
assets  which  have  come  into  their  hands,  or  which  are  under  their 
control,  but  they  are  not  trustees  of  a  debt  due  to  the  company. " 
So  that,  w'hen  they  get  assets  of  the  company  under  their  control, 
or  into  their  hands,  and  deal  with  them  in  a  way  which  is  beyond 
the  powers  of  the  campany,  they  are  liable  as  for  a  Ijreach  of  trust. 
Well,  then,  that  is  not  denied ;  but  it  is  said  that  they  are  not 
absolutely  trustees,  they  are  quasi  trustees ;  and,  being  in  that  posi- 
tion, they  do  not  come  within,  and  were  designedly  omitted  from, 
the  definition  of  trustees  in  the  Act  of  1888,  one  section  of  which 
limits  the  liability  of  trustees.      I  entirely  dissent  from  that  argu- 
ment.     It  seems  to  me  the  words  used  in  the  definition  clause  of 
that  Act  —  the  1st  section  —  do  expressly  include  precisely  such 
a  case  as  a  director  dealing  with  moneys  of  the  company  in  such  a 
way  as  to  make  him  liable  as  trustee,  because  the  words  are  these : 
"  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  expression  'trustee'  shall  be 
deemed   to   include   an  executor  or  administrator   and  a  trustee 
whose  trust  arises  by  construction  or  implication  of  law  as  well  as 
an  express  trustee. "     Now,  how  does  this  obligation  of  a  director 
and   trustee   arise   if  it  does  not  arise  "  by  construction 
[*  639]  *  or  implication  of  law  "  ?      It  seems  to  me  that  the  words 
are  apt  to  include  that  very  case,  and  were  intended  to 
include  a  case  of  that  kind.      It  is   said  by  way  of  argument, 
"  Why  did  not  the  definition  clause  expressly  include  directois?" 
But  it  would  have  been  quite  wrong  to  have  included  directors, 
because  directors  are  not  always  trustees.      As  directors  they  are 
not  trustees  at  all.      They  are  only  trustees  qua.   the  particular 
l^roperty  which  is  put  into  their  hands  or  under  their  control, 
and  which  they  have  applied  in  a  manner  wliich  is  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  company.      I  conceive   that  qua   such   fund    they 
are  constructive  trustees,  or  trustees  by  implication  of  law,  and 
they  come  exactly  within  the  words  of  this  definition  in  the  Act, 
and  therefore  the   8th  section  of  the  Act,   which  applies  to  all 
persons  who  come  within  this  definition  of  trustees,  does  ai)ply 
tn  exonerate   these  directors  from    tliat  misapplication    of   funds 
for  which  otherwise,  I  assume,  they  would  have  been  liable. 
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But  tlieii  't  is  said  —  and  upon  this  part  of  the  case  I  desire  to 
add  a  few  wurds  to  what  Lord  Justice  Lindley  has  said,  —  that  if 
that  was  so,  still  the  fact  of  this  investment  was  concealed  by  a 
fraud  of  one  of  the  directors  in  which  the  other  directors  con- 
curred, and  that  concealment  by  fraud  prevents  time  from  running 
in  favour  of  the  directors  until  the  fact  was  discovered.  Well,  I  do 
not  wish  at  all  at  present  to  express  any  decided  opinion  whether, 
if  the  fraudulent  statement  could  be  traced  to  all  these  directors, 
and  they  could  be  made  responsible  for  it,  time  would  or  would 
not  run  until  it  was  discovered.  The  ordinary  application  of  that 
doctrine  is  where  you  are  suing  people,  and  the  ground  of  your 
action  is  the  fraud  which  has  been  committed.  Then  undoubtedly 
where  the  ground  of  the  action  is  fraud  committed,  time  does  not 
begin  to  run  until  the  discovery  of  the  fraud.  That  I  quite  admit. 
But  it  is  not  quite  the  same  thing  where  the  ground  of  the  action 
is  not  fraud  at  all,  but  where  the  ground  of  the  action  was,  as 
here,  a  perfectly  honest  misapplication  of  money,  —  a  misapplica- 
tion made  by  persons  who  might  not  unreasonably  believe  they 
had  power  to  do  that  which  they  were  doing,  and  which  was  not, 
as  far  as  any  one  of  them  was  concerned,  in  the  least  degree  a 
corrupt  dealing.  The  investment  of  these  moneys,  how- 
ever wrong  it  might  be  with  regard  to  the  powers  *  of  the  [*  640] 
company  as  being  beyond  those  powers,  could  in  no  sense 
be  said  to  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  tlie  particular  persons  who 
made  the  investment ;  and  I  do  not  wish  to  express  any  decided 
opinion  as  to  the  rights  of  the  shareholders  in  respect  of  that 
investment  if  the  fact  of  that  investment  had  been  fraudulently 
concealed  from  the  shareholders.  It  might  be  that  time  would  not 
begin  to  run  until  the  discovery  of  the  facts  which  gave  them  a 
right  to  sue. 

But  the  question  is.  Is  that  fraud,  if  there  was  a  fraud,  brought 
home  so  clearly  to  these  particular  directors  whom  it  is  now  sought 
to  make  liable  as  to  bring  them  within  that  doctrine,  if  such  a 
doctrine  exists  ?  Now,  if  we  were  dealing  with  Mr.  Balfour  the 
case  would  undoubtedly  be  very  different,  because  Mr.  Balfour, 
according  to  the  evidence  before  us,  did  make  a  statement  at  a 
public  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  which  was,  whichever  viev," 
you  take  of  the  actual  words  used,  whether  it  was  "  estate"  or 
"  asset, "  an  utterly  untrue  statement ;  and  if  the  action  were 
against  Mr.    Balfour,   and  it  was  said,   "  Time   did  not  begin  to 
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run  ill  your  favour  until  the  untruth  (jf  that  statement  was  di.'-- 
covered  by  tlie  shareholders,  because  that  statement  put  them  <  il 
their  gaiard  completely,  and  prevented  them  knowinj^  the  fads 
which  gave  them  a  right  to  sue  you, "  1  do  not  say  that  that  argu- 
ment might  not  prevail.  J)ut  we  have  not  g(jt  Mr.  Balfour  before 
us.  The  persons  who  are  before  us  are  persons  who  were  present 
at  that  meeting,  and  it  is  sought  to  make  them  liable  because  they, 
being  present  at  that  meeting,  must  Ije  taken  to  have  heard  Mr. 
Balfour's  statement,  and  therefore  to  have  concurred  in  that  state- 
ment, and  thus  to  have  joined  in  misleading  the  shareholdeis.  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient.  All  the 
evidence  we  have  got  is  that  they  were  at  the  meeting.  1  have 
no  doubt  that  the  directors  at  the  time  —  all  those  directors,  at 
any  rate,  who  are  sought  to  l)e  charged  —  believed,  as  they  say 
they  believed,  that  this  was  a  perfectly  valid  and  proper  transac- 
tion, and  they  had  no  ground  whatever  for  concealing  it;  and  in 
order  to  bind  them  by  a  false  statement  of  this  kind  made  by  Mr. 
Balfour,  speaking  for  myself,  I  should  require  it  to  l)e  i)roved  very 

clearly  that  they  thoroughly  apprehended  the  falseness  of 
[*641]  the  statement  that  was  made,  and  *  concurred  in  it  for  tlic 

purpose  of  deceiving  the  shareholders  wlio  were  present. 
I  do  not  think  the  evidence  comes  up  to  that.  The  mere  fact  that 
they  were  present  at  the  meeting  does  not  seem  to  me  enough  to 
enable  the  Court  to  treat  them  as  having  committed  a  fraud  for  the 
purpose  of  concealing  the  actual  facts  from  the  shareliolders  in 
reference  to  this  investment  in  the  shares.  Therefore,  T  think  the 
learned  Judge  was  quite  right  in  treating  them  as  absolved  fr(an 
lialjility  for  this  investment  by  the  lapse  of  time  that  has  taken 
place. 

Now,  I  will  say  only  a  few  words  with  reference  to  points 
arising  on  the  second  summons, — namely,  the  liability  of  Mr. 
Brock  and  Mr.  Theobald,  together  with  the  two  gentlemen  who 
have  been  declared  liable,  liarnard  and  Dresser,  for  the  second 
investment  in  the  shares  of  the  Building  Securities  Company. 
That  investment  was  not  made  till  1889,  and  therefore  six  years 
had  not  run  when  this  proceeding  was  taken  against  them  to  make 
them  liable.  The  Statute  of  Limitations,  therefore,  has  nothing 
to  do  with  that  case,  and  the  only  question  is  who  were  the  per- 
sons who  really  did  concur  in  making  that  investment,  a  thing 
)je}oiid  the  powers  of  the  conqtany,  and  all  the  directors  who  did 
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concur  in  that  misapplication  of  the  funds  of  the  company  to  the 
extent  of  £5200  would  be  jointly  and  severally  liable.  Barnard 
and  Dresser  were  the  persons  wlio  were  present  at  the  meeting  of 
the  1st  of  July,  1889,  when  it  was  resolved  to  make  this  purchase 
of  further  shares  in  the  Building  Securities  Company,  and  they 
have  been  declared  liable,  and  I  understand  there  is  no  appeal  on 
their  part.  Brock  was  at  that  time,  and  had  been  for  some  time 
previously,  the  chairman  of  the  company.  He  was  not  present  at 
that  meeting  ;  but  before  that  meeting  he  had  expressed  at  previous 
meetings  his  approval  of  the  liolding  of  the  £35,000  of  shares  in 
the  company.  For  example,  on  the  28th  of  November,  1888,  he 
was  present  at  the  meeting  when  Mr.  George  Dibley  was  in  the 
chair,  and  said  this,  in  reply  to  a  question  by  a  correspondent: 
"  We  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  our  investment  in  these  shares. 
The  investment  pays  us  a  very  good  rate  of  interest;  we  think  it 
Wduld  be  unwise  at  the  present  time  to  disturb  it.  "  Then  again, 
on  the  15th  of  April,  1889,  he  was  at  another  shareholder's 
meeting;  he  was  then  in  the  chair  and  he  said  this: 
"The  Building  *  Securities  Company,  £35,427  10s.,  is  an  [*642] 
item  with  which  you  are  now  becoming  familiar.  It 
represents  shares  in  a  company  which  pays  a  good  dividend.  " 
Now,  if  Mr.  Brock  held  those  views  as  to  the  very  advantageous 
nature  of  the  first  investment,  and  if  the  question  had  come  l)efore 
him,  "  Shall  we  increase  our  holding  or  not  ?  "  the  great  probability 
is  that  he  would  have  concurred.  Did  he  concur  or  did  he  not  ? 
I  liave  said  he  was  not  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  1st  of  July, 
1889.  He  was  present  in  October,  1889,  at  a  meeting  which  con- 
firmed the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the  1st  of  July,  1889,  amongst 
other  minutes,  and  then  we  have  got  that  speech  of  his  wdien  he 
.was  in  the  chair  on  the  17th  of  April,  1890,  which  Lord  Justice 
LiNDLEY  has  read,  where  he  says,  "  We  have  increased  our  hold- 
ing in  the  Building  Securities  Company,"  and,  after  stating  that 
they  had  offered  additional  shares,  he  says,  "  We  carefully  con- 
sidered the  matter,  and  having  regard  to  the  excellent  return  on 
our  then  holding,  and  our  confidence  in  the  management  of  the 
company,"  —  that  means  the  Building  Securities  Company, — 
"  we  deemed  it  advisable  that  we  should  exercise  our  right  of 
subscription,  and  we  have  had  no  reason  to  regret  this  decision, 
seeing  that  the  company  is  paying  an  eminently  satisfactory 
dividend  of  7  per  cent. "     Observe,   this  is  said  by  a  gentleman 
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whose  language  I  have  read  before  of  high  approval  of  the  first 
investment  of  £35,000.  He  was  perfectly  satistied  with  it, 
thought  it  a  very  good  investment,  and  thought  it  wouhl  be 
unwise  to  sell  these  shares.  It  is  the  language  of  a  man  who,  if 
he  had  been  asked  to  concur  in  this  further  investment,  would 
most  probably,  judging  from  what  he  had  said  on  previous 
occasions,  have  concurred  without  the  least  hesitation.  Now,  can 
any  one  reading  this  speech  of  Mr.  Brock  believe  that  the  invest- 
ment was  made  without  his  concurrence  ?  I  have  listened  with 
interest  to  all  the  ingenious  arguments  of  Mr.  Marshall  Hall  on 
the  subject  of  the  editorial  "we,"  and  soon.  But  the  editdiial 
"  we"  is  not  quite  the  same  thing  as  the  "  we"  of  a  director  who, 
being  at  the  time  the  chairman  of  a  company,  is  speaking  of  an 
investment  and  says,  "  We  carefully  considered  the  matter  and 
agreed  that  an  investment  ought  to  be  made. "  I  cannot  possibly 
allow  him  to  escape  under  that  extremely  ingenious  argu- 
[*643]  ment  from  the  conclusion  to  which  *I  have  come  from 
this  statement  of  his  own,  that  he  was  one  of  the  persons 
who,  before  the  investment  was  made,  concurred  in  the  propriety  of 
making  that  investment,  carefully  considered  it,  and  agreed  that 
it  should  be  done.  That  being  so,  I  think  it  is  clear  that  he  must 
be  made  liable  together  with  Messrs.  Dresser  and  Barnard.  As  to 
Mr.  Theobald,  there  is  nothing  to  make  him  party  to  this  further 
investment  except  the  fact  that  he  was  present  at  the  meeting  of 
the  9tli  of  October,  1889,  at  which,  among  other  things,  the 
minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the  1st  of  July,  1889,  were  read  and 
confirmed.  I  agree  with  Lord  Justice  Lindley  as  to  that.  I  d<" 
not  think  there  was  enougli  in  that  circumstance  alone  to  make 
him  liable,  looking  to  the  evidence  that  he  himself  has  given;  and 
therefore  I  think  that  Mr.  Theobald  cannot  be  made  liable  as  t'> 
this  further  investment. 

A.  L.  Smith,  L.  J.  :  — 

My  Brethren  have  fully  covered  this  case  as  regards  the 
different  points  which  have  to  be  adjudicated  upon,  and  I  entirely 
agree  with  them,  and  have  nothing  to  add  thereto,  but  I  wish  t" 
say  one  word  about  the  Trustee  Act  of  1888.  As  I  understand  the 
argument,  it  is  this:  It  is  said  that  within  the  Act  there  may  be 
an  express  trustee,  there  may  be  a  trustee  whose  trust  arises  by 
implication  of  law  (I  leave  out  "  construction  of  law"),  and  there 
may   also  be   a  tertium   quid,   and   the   tertium   quid   which   Mr. 
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Finlay  suggests  is  a  gentleman  in  a  fiduciary  position.  Now 
I  do  not  agree  with  him  at  all  as  to  this  tertium  quid,  for  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  tertium  quid  would  be  a  man  who  is  not  an  express 
trustee  or  whose  trust  arises  by  implication  of  law ;  and  therefore 
would  not  be  within  the  Act.  But  if  he  does  come  within  this 
tertium  quid,  that  is,  not  being  an  express  trustee  or  not  a  trustee 
whose  trust  arises  by  implication  of  law,  he  then  has  the  ordinary 
Statute  of  Limitations  to  rely  upon,  which  gives  him  a  defence 
after  a  lapse  of  six  years.  If,  however,  the  respondents  are 
express  trustees,  or  trustees  "  whose  trust  arises  by  implication 
of  law, "  then  they  have  the  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
which  is  afforded  by  this  Act  of  1888,  unless  they  are  deprived 
thereof  by  reason  of  the  three  exceptions  which  are  set  out  in 
sect.  8  of  the  Act.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me,  whichever 
*  way  you  take  this  case,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  an  [*  6-44] 
available  defence  for  these  gentlemen. 

I  now  come  to  the  second  point, —  the  question  of  fraudulent 
concealment.  That  arises  under  both  statutes,  and  it  arises  upon 
the  fact  that  although  under  both  statutes  the  defendant  may,  after 
six  years,  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  yet,  if  there  had  l)een 
a  sufficient  fraudulent  concealment,  then  he  cannot  set  up  tlie 
defence  which  is  given  to  him  either  under  the  Act  of  1888  or  the 
old  Act.  I  think  there  was  no  such  fraudulent  concealment  in 
the  present  case.  It  seems  to  me,  that  as  regards  this  £35,000, 
these  gentlemen  can  rely  on  the  limitations  in  the  statute  of  1888, 
inasmuch  as  they  are  gentlemen  who  were  trustees  whose  trust 
arises  by  implication  of  law. 

As  regards  the  last  gentleman,  Mr.  Brock,  I  agree  with  what 
the  Lords  Justices  have  said,  though  he  thought  he  was  acting  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  company,  he  did  that  which  Avas  nitra 
vires,  —  that  which  he  cannot  justify,  and,  therefore,  he  must 
be  made  liable  in  the  present  case  for  the  £5200. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

With  the  principal  case  may  be  contrasted  the  case  (referred  to  in 
the  argument)  of  In  re  Sharps,  Masonic,  and  General  Life  Assurance 
Company  v.  Sharpe  (C.  A.  18  Dec.  1891),  1892,  1  Ch.  154,  61  L.  J.  Ch. 
193,  Qh  L.  T.  806,  40  W.  R.  241,  decided  upon  the  law  before  the 
Trustee  Act  1888  came  into  operation.  It  was  an  action  commenced 
by  the  liquidator  against  the  representatives  of  two  deceased  directors, 
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to  recover  puyments  which  had  been  made  out  of  capital.  The  action 
was  commenced  on  the  4th  of  June  1889,  so  that  the  limitation  under 
the  Trustee  Act  1888  —  which  only  applies  to  actions  commenced 
after  1st  January  1890 — did  not  take  effect.  The  directors,  acting 
under  a  bo7id  fide  mistake  of  law.  had,  although  the  comjyany  never 
made  any  profits,  made  half  yearly-  payments  of  interest  to  the  share- 
In  (Iders  from  1869  to  1878.  These  payments  it  was  sought  to  recover  for 
the  creditors.  The  Court  of  Ai)peal,  affirming  the  judgment  of  North, 
J.,  held  that  the  payment  of  interest  when  no  proiits  were  made,  being 
in  effect  a  payment  out  of  capital,  was  a  misapplication  of  the  assets 
of  the  company,  and  was  ultra  vires  in  the  sense  of  being  an  act  be- 
yond any  power  which  the  company  could  confer  on  its  directors.  (See 
Trevor  \.  Whiftrortlt,  referred  to  in  the  notes  to  Ashburi/,  &c.  Company 
V.  Riche;  No.  6  of  ''  Agency  "  2  E.  C.  342.)  It  was  therefore  a  breach 
of  trust;  and  in  the  then  state  of  the  law,  the  action  for  recovery  of  the 
money  could  not  be  barred  by  limitation.  The  Court  further  held  that 
the  staleness  of  the  demand  was  in  the  circumstances  no  sufficient 
objection. 

The  10th  section  of  the  Companies  (Winding-up)  Act  1890,  under 
which  the  proceedings  in  the  principal  case  was  taken,  replaces  and 
extends  to  promoters  of  a  company  (in  course  of  winding-up),  the  sum- 
mary proceedings  for  misfeasance  of  directors  or  other  officers  of  the 
company  originally  contained  in  the  165th  section  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862.  The  cases  under  the  last- mentioned  section  of  the  Act  of 
1862  are  numerous,  and  extend  to  a  great  variety  of  acts,  all  of  which 
are  in  the  nature  of  breaches  of  the  fiduciary  duty  implied  by  the  office 
filled.     Of  these  the  following  may  suffice  as  samples:  — 

In  Stringer'' s  Case  (Lords  Justices  1869),  L.  K.,  4  Ch.  475,  on  a 
discussion  of  the  earlier  cases  in  some  of  which  a  narrower  construc- 
tion was  put  upon  the  section,  it  is  laid  down  in  effect  that  the  Court 
has  jurisdiction  under  the  section  in  every  case  where  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery might  have  been  filed  (or  action  brought)  by  the  liquidatiu-  on 
behalf  of  the  company  to  impeach  the  conduct  of  the  directors  for 
breaches  of  duty  causing  loss  of  assets  to  the  company.  And  con- 
versely it  has  been  held  by  Bacon,  V.  C,  in  Nant-ii-GJo  and  Blai?ia 
Iron  Works  Company  v.  Grave  (1878),  12  Ch.  D.  728,  38  L.  T.  345, 
26  W.  R.  504,  that  the  remedy  by  action  was  co-extensive  with  that 
under  the  summary  proceeding  under  the  Act. 

There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  directors  have  been  ordered  to 
refund  dividends  and  bonuses  improperly  declared  and  paid  out  of 
cai)ital  :  National  Funds  Assurance  Company  (1878),  10  Ch.  D.  118, 
48  L.  J.  Ch.  163,  39  L.  T.  420,  27  W.  11.  302;  Alexandra  Palace  Com- 
pany (1882),  21  Ch.  D.  149,  51  L.  J.  Ch.  655,  46  L.  T.  730,  30  W.  R. 
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771;  Lire  Exchange  Banking  Company,  Flltcroffs  Case  (18S2),  21 
Ch.  D.  519,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  217,  48  L.  T.  86,  31  W.  K.  174;  Ou-ford  Bene- 
ft  Building  Society  (1886),  35  Cli.  D.  502,  56  L.  J.  Ch.  98,  55  L.  T. 
598,  35  W.  R.  116;  Leeds  Estate  Building  Company  v.  Shejjherd 
(1887),  36  Ch.  D.  787,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  46,  57  L.  T.  684,  36  W.  R.  322. 
Compare  InreDenham  (Chitty,  J.,  1883),  25  Ch.  D.  752,  50  L,  T.  523, 
o2  W.  R.  487,  where  the  Judge  came  to  tlie  conclusion  that  the  director 
in  question  was  not  in  fact  guilty  of  either  fraud  or  negligence. 

The  directors  authorising  the  payments  are  jointly  and  severally 
liahle  (Llifcroffs  Case,  sujjva)  ;  and  such  payments  are  ultr'a  vires  in 
the  sense  that  they  cannot  be  authorised  or  ratified  by  the  company 
{Flitcrofts''  Case,  siqjra,  and  see  Notes  to  Ashhury,  &c.  Company  v. 
liiche  ;  No.  6  of  "Agency,"  2  R.  C.  342  et  seq.).  In  connection  with 
these  cases  should  be  noted  the  important  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  iu  Verner  \.  General  and  Conimercial  Livestvient  Trust  (C.  A. 
7  April,  1894),  1894,  2  Ch.  239,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  456,  70  L.  T.  516,  which 
raised  the  broad  question  whether  a  limited  company  which  has  lost 
jtart  of  its  capital  can  lawfully  declare  or  pay  a  dividend  without  first 
making  good  the  capital  which  has  been  lost.  It  was  decided  by  Stir- 
ling, J.,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  that,  as  a  general  rule  they  could  do 
so;  and  in  the  case  in  point  (although  the  losses  had  been  occasioned 
by  speculative  investments  which,  however,  were  within  the  express 
powers  of  the  company)  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed  the  judgment  of 
Stirling,  J.,  refusing  to  grant  an  injunction  against  the  payment 
■of  the  dividend. 

A  promoter,  acting  in  the  interests  of  the  vendor,  entered  into  a 
secret  agreement  with  A.,  in  order  to  induce  him  to  become  a  director, 
to  buy  back  at  par  at  any  time  when  required  the  shares  which  A.  was 
bound  to  take  up  to  qualify.  A.  having  become  a  director,  and  having 
duly  qualified,  received  back  from  the  promoter  the  price  of  the  shares 
at  a  time  when  they  had  become  valueless:  —  Held  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  (reversing  the  decision  of  Kekewich,  J.,)  that  A.  was  guilty 
of  a  misfeasance  under  section  165  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  iu 
accepting  a  secret  indemnity  from  a  promoter,  and  that  he  was  ac- 
countable to  the  company  for  the  value  of  that  indemnity,  which  in 
this  case  was  the  price  of  the  shares  at  par.  In  re  North  Australian 
Territory  Company,  Archer's  Case  (C.  A.  1891),  1892,  1  Ch.  322,  61 
J.  Ch.  129,  65  L.  T.  800,  40  W.  R.  212. 

To  make  directors  liable  for  misfeasance  or  breach  of  trust  in  rela- 
tion to  the  company  on  the  ground  of  negligence  in  perfoi-ming  an  act 
which  is  within  their  powers,  it  must  be  shown  that  they  did  not  really 
and  bond  fide  exercise  their  judgment  and  discretion  in  the  matter  as 
agents  of  the  company.     Li  re  Neiv  Mashonaland  Exjdoration  Com- 
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pany  (1892),  1892,  3  Ch.  577,  Gl  L.  J.  Ch.  G17,  67  L.  T.  90,  41  W. 
K.  75. 

The  London  Trust  Coinpany  v.  Mackenzie  (1893),  62  L.  J.  Cli.  870, 
68  L.  T.  380,  was  an  action  by  a  company  against  directors  for  having 
incurred  loss  by  breach  of  duty  in  issuing  certaiu  shares  and  debentures 
without  consideration.  Mr.  Justice  Weight  held  that  these  directors 
were  liable  to  indemnify  the  company  against  loss  by  the  issue  of  the 
shares  as  fully  paid. 

Under  the  Act  of  1890,  where  two  joint  promoters,  A.  and  B.,  were 
to  receive  £600  each  in  shares,  nominally  as  the  purchase  money  of 
their  interest  as  lessees,  — this  interest  being  fictitious  —  but  reall}'  as 
promotion,  money;  on  the  application  in  the  name  of  the  liquidator, 
A.  was  ordered  to  pay  to  the  comjjanj'  the  two  sums  of  iE600  each  in 
respect  of  the  shares  received  by  him  and  B.  respectively.  In  re  West- 
moreland Green  and  Blue  Slajte  Conipanij,  B/and's  Case  (C.  A.  1893), 
1893,  2  Ch.  612,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  975,  69  L.  T.  700. 

Another  case  of  a  promoter  and  director  being  ordered  to  refund  a 
secret  profit  on  a  purchase  is  Be  George  Nenunan  (C.  A.  14  March, 
1895),  11  Times  L.  R.  292.  The  onl}'  difficulty  in  the  case  was  to 
unravel  the  transactions  so  as  to  show  that  a  profit  had  been  made  to 
the  detriment  of  the  capital  assets  of  the  company. 

An  auditor  of  a  Banking  Company  whose  auditors  are  appointed  in 
pursuance  of  section  7  of  the  Companies  Act  1879,  is  an  officer  of  the 
company  within  the  meaning  of  section  10  of  the  Winding-up  Act  of 
1890;  and  so  is  liable  for  dividends  paid  out  of  capital  by  reason  of 
his  breach  of  duty  in  reporting  a  profit  where  there  was  none.  Re 
London  and  General  Bank  (C.  A.  30  April,  1895),  11  Times  L.  E.  374. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

There  was  an  attempt  in  Cornell  v.  Roach,  101  New  York,  373,  by  trustees 
of  a  company  to  jilead  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  it  was  held  technically 
defective. 

Mr.  Beach  says  (1  Private  Corporation,  sect.  210)  :  "  It  is  by  no  means  a 
well-settled  point  what  is  the  precise  relation  which  directors  sustain  toward 
stockholders.  They  are  undoubtedly  saidTay  many  authorities  to  be  trustees, 
but  this  is  to  be  taken  only  in  a  general  sense,  as  the  term  is  applied  to  any 
agent  or  bailee  intrusted  with  the  care  and  management  of  the  property  of 
another.  It  is  certain  that  they  are  not  tecluiical  trustees.  They  can  only  be 
•  regarded  as  mandataries,  pei'sons  who  have  gratuitou.sly  undertaken  to  perform 
certain  duties.  Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pennsylvania  State,  11.  But  whether  a 
director  is  to  be  called  a  trustee  or  not  in  the  strict  sense  of  \he  word,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  his  character  is  fiduciary,  being  intrusted  by  others  with 
powers  which  are  to  be  executed  for  tlie  common  and  general  interests  of  the 
corporation."    Citing  Uoyle  v.  Plnttshurgh  ^x-.  II.  Co.,  54  New  York,  314;  Euro 
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pean,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Poor,  .59  Maine,  "277,  They  are  "  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
corporate  creditors  also."  Thomas  v.  Sweet,  37  Kansas,  188 ;  H^  ilkinson  v. 
Bauerle,  41  New  Jersey  Equity,  635;  Goodin  v.  Clncinnad,  §'c.  Co.,  18  Oliio 
State,  1G9;  Delano  v.  Case,  121  Illinois,  247;  2  Am.  St.  Kep.  81;  Olneyx. 
Conanicut  Land  Co.,  IG  Rhode  Island.  597. 

Directors  "  occupy  a  fiduciary  relalion  toward  the  stockholders,  and  are 
treated  by  courts  of  equity  as  trustees  for  them,"  3  Thompson  on  Corporations, 
sect.  4009,  citing  Robinson  v.  Smith,  3  Paige  Chancery  (New  York),  222 ;  24  Am. 
Dec.  212;  Cook  v.  Berlin  Mill  Co.,  43  Wisconsin,  433 ;  Simons  v.  Vulcan  Oil 
§•  M.  Co.,  61  Pennsylvania  State,  202;  100  Am.  Dec.  628;  Hale  v.  Republi<:an 
R.  B.  Co.,  8  Kansas,  466  ;  Chouteau  v.  Allen,  70  Missom-i,  290  ;  Kashler  v.  Black 
R.,  Sj-c.  Co.  2  Black  {U.  S.  Sup.  ct.),  715.  ''It  is  sometimes  said  that  they  are 
trustees ybr  the  corporation  :  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  we  are  now  deal- 
ing with  a  doctrine  of  Com-ts  of  equity,  which  looks  through  the  form  and  into 
the  substance  of  things,  and  hence  it  is  more  accurate  to  regard  them  as  trus- 
tees for  the  body  of  shareholders,  by  whom  they  are  elected,  than  to  regard 
them  as  trustees  for  the  artificial  body,  which  really  consists  of  its  share- 
holders, onli/  when  acting  within  their  powers  thi'ough  the  board  of  directors." 
3  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sect.  4009.  See  also  Pearson  v.  Concord  R.  Corp., 
62  New  Hampshire,  537 ;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  590 ;  Sweeney  v.  Grape  Sugar  Co., 
30  West  Virginia,  443  ;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  88 ;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Downey,  5  > 
California,  466 ;  31  Am.  Rep.  62 ;  Hoffman,  Sj-c.  Co.  v.  Cumberland,  Sfc.  Co., 
16  Maryland,  4.56;  77  Am.  Dec.  311;  Bank  v.  Hill,  .56  Maine,  385;  96  Am. 
Dec.  470. 

In  Ellis  V.  Ward,  137  Illinois,  .509,  the  Court  held  that  the  directors  of  a 
corporation  are  trustees  of  an  express  trust,  within  the  principle  that  the  Stat- 
ute of  Limitations  does  not  run  between  a  trustee  and  his  cestui  que  trust,  in 
the  case  of  express  or  direct  trusts,  so  that  the  statute  presents  no  bar  to  a 
suit  in  equity  by  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  to  hold  its  directors  liable  for  mis- 
appropriation of  its  assets.  "  And  this  seems  to  be  the  correct  view,"  says 
Judge  Thompson  (3  Corporations,  sect.  4128),  "  for  clearly  the  mass  of  de- 
cisions, holding  that  the  directors  are  trustees  in  equity  for  the  corporation 
and  the  shareholders,  proceed  upon  no  other  conception  than  that  they  are 
trustees  of  an  express  or  direct  trust,"  &c.  To  the  contrary  of  this  view,  and 
holding  that  the  trust  is  not  such  an  one  as  takes  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 
are  Williams  v.  Halliard,  38  New  Jersey  Equity,  373;  Spering's  Appeal.  71 
Pennsylvania  State,  11 ;  10  Am.  Rep.  684.  In  Wallace  v.  Lincoln  SaringM 
Bank,  89  Tennessee,  630 ;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  62.5,  such  a  suit  was  held  barivd 
by  the  statute,  as  a  suit  on  contract,  the  relation  of  director  to  corporatiosi 
implying  a  contract  to  exercise  diligence,  and  the  shareholder  having  no 
remedy  where  the  corporation  had  none. 
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No.  33.  — OOREGUM   GOLD   MINING   COMPANY   OF 
INDIA   V.  ROPER. 

(H.  L.   1892.) 

KULE. 

A  COMPANY  limited  by  shares,  formed  and  registered 
under  the  Companies  Acts,  has  no  power  to  issue  shares  as 
fully  paid  up,  for  a  money  consideration  less  than  their 
nominal  value. 

Ooregum  Gold  Mining  Company  of  India  v.  Roper. 
Walroth  v.  Roper. 

1892  A.  C.  125-149  (s.  C.  61  L.  J.  Cli.  337;  66  L.  T.  427;  41  W.  R.  90). 

Coinpunt/.  — Issue  of  Slut  res  at  a  Discount.  —  Ultra  vires. 

[125]  The  nieinoraiuluiii  of  associatinn  of  a  corpdration  registered  muler  tlie 
Act,  of  1862  stated  that  the  capital  of  the  company  was  £125,000  divided 
into  125,000  shares  of  £l  each,  and  that  the  shares  of  which  the  original  or 
increased  capital  might  consist  nught  be  divided  into  difterent  classes  and  issned 
with  such  preference,  privilege,  or  guarantee  as  the  company  might  direct. 
The  company  being  in  want  of  money  and  the  orighial  shares  being  at  a  great 
discount,  the  directors  in  accordance  with  resolutions  duly  passed  issued  prefer- 
ence shares  of  £l  each  with  15s.  credited  as  paid,  leaving  a  liability  of  only  5s. 
per  share.  A  contract  to  this  effect  was  registered  under  the  Companies  Act  18C7, 
s.  25.  The  transaction  was  bona  fide  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  In  an 
action  by  an  ordinary  shareholder  to  test  the  validity  of  the  issue  :  — 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  CVmrt  of  Ai)peal,  that  reading  the  Com{)a- 
Tiies  Acts  of  1S62  and  1867  togetlier  tlic  issue  was  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  preference  shares,  so  far  as  the  same  were  held  by  original 
allottees,  were  held  subject  to  the  liability  of  the  hcdder  to  pay  to  the  company 
in  cash  the  full  amount  unpaid  on  the  shares. 

Lord  IIerschell  would  have  held  (had  the  point  been  insisted  on  at  tlie 

[*1 26]   bar)  that  the  company  were  not  entitled  to  call  upon  the  preference  *sliare 

holders  for  any  further  payment  beyond  that  agreed  upon,  except  in  tlie 

case  of  a  winding-up,  and  then  only  so  far  as  necessary  for  the  discharge  of  the 

obligations  of  the  c,omj)any  and  the  costs  of  the  winding-up. 

These  were  consolidated  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  and  raised  the  same  fpiestitm. 
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The    following    statement    of    the    facts    (certain    formal    parts 
excepted)  is  taken  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hekschell  :  — 

The  Ooregum  Gold  Mining  Company,  Limited,  was  incorporated 
in  October,  18S0,  under  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts,  186'J  to 
18S0.  The  statement  contained  in  the  memorandum  of  associa- 
tion with  reference  to  tlie  capital  of  the  company  was  as  follows  : 
—  "  The  capital  of  the  company  is  £125,000,  divided  into  125,000 
shares  of  £1  each,  and  the  shares  of  which  the  original  or  increased 
capital  may  consist  may  be  divided  into  different  classes  and  issued 
with  such  preference,  privilege,  guarantee,  or  condition  as  the  com- 
pany may  direct. "  ^  Forty  thousand  of  the  shares  were  allotted  to 
the  vendors  to  the  company,  the  residue  were  issued  to  the  public, 
and  the  full  amount  paid  thereon.  The  operations  of  the  company 
were  not,  in  the  first  instance,  successful,  and  a  winding-up  order 
was  obtained.  An  application  was  subsequently  made  to  the 
Court  for  an  order  to  stay  the  winding-up,  with  a  view  to  the 
introduction  of  fresh  capital  and  a  resumption  of  mining 
operations,  and  an  order  was  made*  accordingly.  In  pur-  [*127] 
suance  of  this  policy  an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of 
the  company  was  summoned  in  1885,  at  which  it  was  resolved  that 
the  capital  should  be  increased  by  the  issue  of  120,000  preference 
shares  of  £1  each,  to  be  credited  in  the  capital  and  books  of  the 
company  as  having  the  sum  of  15s.  per  share  paid  thereon,  such 
preference  shares  carrying  the  right  to  a  non-cumulative  preference 
dividend  up  to  10  per  cent,  on  the  nominal  amount  of  such  prefer- 
ence capital  out  of  the  profits  of  the  undertaking  each  year,  and 
to  equal  participation  (share  per  share)  with  tlie  ordinary  shares 

1  The  following  articles  of  association  sions  or  conditions,  and  generally  on  such 

were  referred  to  in  argument : —  terms  as  the  company   by  .special  re.solu- 

Art.  8  :   The  company  may  from  time  tious  passed  and  confirmed  at  the  respec- 

to  time,  wliether  all  the  shares  for  the  time  tive  meetings,  authorizing  such  increase, 

being  authorized  shall  have  been  issued  or  may  direct ;   or  if  ami   so  far  as  no  su'li 

not,  by  special  resolution,  modify  the  con-  special    direction  is   given,   as    the  ])o;ird 

ditions  contained  in  its  memorandum  of  may  tliink  expedient, 

association,  so  as  to  increase  its  capital  by  Art.  30 :    The  directors  may  decline  to 

the  issue  of  new  shares,  such  aggregate  register  any  transfer  of  shares  made  by  a 

increase  to  be  of  such  amount,  and  to  be  member  to  any  person  not  approved  by 

divided    into    shares    of   such    respective  them.    But  this  article  shall  not  extend 

amounts  issued  either  wholly  or  partially  to  shares  fully  paid  up  or  issued  as  fully 

with  or  without   any   such   guarantee   or  paid  up. 

right  of  preference,  whether  in  respect  of  -Art.  112  :  The  directors  may,  with  tlie 
dividend    or  of  repayment  of  capital,  or  sanction  of  tlie  company  in  gener.nl  meet- 
both,  or  with  or  without  any  such  otlier  ing,  declare  a  dividend  to  be  paid  ti  the 
special    rights,    privileges,    priorities,    or  members  in  proportion  to  their  shares, 
advantages,  or  subject  to  any  such  provi- 
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in  such  further  profits  as  should  remain  for  distribution  each  year 
after  the  payment  of  the  above  10  per  cent,  prei'ereuce  dividend. 
The  special  resolution  so  passed  was  duly  confirmed.  At  this  time 
the  market  value  of  the  ordinary  shares  was  only  2s.  6d.  per  share. 
Upwards  of  100,000  of  these  preference  shares  were  allotted, 
with  15s.  credited  as  paid  thereon.  Prior  to  the  actual  allotment 
an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  company,  of  the  one 
part,  and  an  agent  or  trustee  for  the  several  persons  wiiose  names 
were  entered  in  the  schedule  thereto,  of  the  other  part,  whereby, 
after  reciting  the  agreement  to  issue  the  shares  at  a  discount  of 
15s.  per  share,  and  that  Is.  had  been  paid  on  allotment,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  shares  to  be  allotted  should  be  held  as  shares  on 
which  IGs.  per  share  had  been  paid,  and  should  be  subject  and 
liable  to  further  payment  of  4s.  per  share,  and  no  more,  and  the 
company  thereby  undertook  to  cause  the  agreement  to  be  registered 
at  the  Joint  Stock  Eegistration  Office,  pursuant  to  the  Companies 
Act,  1867,  before  the  issue  of  the  shares.  The  agreement  was 
duly  filed  accordingly.  The  capital  raised  by  means  of  the  issue 
of  the  preference  shares  sufficed  to  discharge  tlie  obligations  of  the 
company,  to  extricate  it  from  its  difficulties,  and  to  give  it  a  new 
start.  Gold  to  a  considerable  amount  was  shortly  afterwards 
raised  from  the  mines,  and  the  company  lias  since  been  pros- 
perous, the  maiket  value  of  the  ordinary  shares  having  risen  to 
about  40s. 

In  February,  1889,  the  respondent,  George  Eoper,  purchased  on 
the  Stock  Exchange  and  paid  for  ten  fully  paid-up  ordinary  shares 
in   the   company.      On    the    15th    of   July    following,    on   behalf 

of  himself  and  the  other  ordinary  shareholders,  Roper 
[*128]  *  brought  this  action  against  the  company  and  Wallroth 

(as  an  original  allottee  of  the  preference  shares,  and  as 
representing  the  other  original  allottees)  to  have  it  declared 
tint  the  issue  by  tlie  company  of  the  120,000  preferred  shares, 
at  a  discount  of  15s.  per  share,  was  vJfr/(  Ti/rs,  and  to  have  the 
register  rectified  accordingly  and  other  consequent  relief  granted. 
The  statement  of  claim  ccjntnined  the  allegation  that  the  company 
had,  in  1889,  issued  deljenturos  to  the  amount  of  £20,000,  which 
w^ere  charged  on  all  the  ])ro])erty  of  the  company,  and  wliicli  Mere 
tlien  out-standing.  It  further  alleged  as  follows  :  "  Tlie  defend- 
ant company  had  no  power  to  issue  the  said  preferred  shares  at 
a  discount,  and  the  entry  of  the  preferred  shares  in  the  register 
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book  as  fully  paid-up  should  be  rectified.  The  said  preferred 
shares  are  now  quoted  on  the  Stock  Exchange  at  a  premium,  and 
if  the  said  entry  is  rectified,  the  ordinary  shares  will  benefit 
tliereby,  and  the  15s.  unpaid  on  the  preferred  shares  will  be 
available  for  paying  off  the  said  debentures  as  and  when  they 
fall  due.  " 

NoKTH,  J.,  upon  the  authority  of  In  re  Al/nada  and  Tirito 
Compaivij,  38  Ch.  D.  415;  57  L.  J.  Ch.  706,  without  argument 
made  an  order  declaring  that  the  issue  of  the  preferred  shares 
of  £1  each  at  a  discount  of  15s.  ]3er  share  was  beyond  the  powers 
of  the  company,  and  that  the  said  shares  so  far  as  the  same  were 
held  by  Wallroth  or  liy  original  allottees  represented  by  him  were 
held  subject  to  the  liability  of  the  holders  to  pay  to  the  company 
in  cash  so  much  of  the  £1  per  share  as  had  not  been  paid  on  the 
same ;  and  ordering  that  the  company  do  rectify  the  register  in 
accordance  with  the  above  declaration.  This  order  was  affirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  without  argument.  Against  these  orders 
appeals  were  brought  by  the  company  and  by  AVallroth. 

1891,  July  28,  30.  Sir  Horace  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  (Grosvenor  Woods 
with  him),  for  the  company,  and 

Eigby,  Q.  C.  (Bramwell  Davis  with  him),  /or  Wallroth  :  — 
These  consolidated  appeals  raise  the  same  question,  viz. ,  whe- 
ther a  limited  company  registered  under  the  Companies 
*Acts  of  1862  and  1867  can  issue  shares  as  fully  paid  [*129] 
up  upon  which  a  less  sum  than  the  nominal  value  has 
been  paid ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  In  re  Almada  and  Tirito  Company,  38  Ch.  D.  415; 
57  L.  J.  Ch.  706,  was  right.  There  is  no  question  in  the  present 
case  as  to  the  hona  fides  of  the  transaction,  and  the  issue  was 
sanctioned  both  by  the  memorandum  of  association  and  the 
articles.  Art.  8  specially  provided  for  such  an  issue.  The  only 
dispute  is  as  to  the  issue  being  prohibited  by  the  Companies 
Acts.  This  company  was  in  difficulties :  money  was  wanted ; 
unless  a  large  sum  could  be  raised  the  undertaking  must  fail 
and  the  company  be  wound  up.  No  other  means  of  raising  money 
Wei  re  available  except  the  issue  of  shares  at  a  discount  so  as  to 
place  the  new  holders  on  the  same  footing  as  the  old.  A  com- 
mercial company  may  do  in  the  furtherance  of  its  legitimate 
nijjects  anything  which  is  not  prohibited,  and  there  is  no  intrinsic 
impropriety  in  such  a  transaction  as  the  present,  either  under  the 
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general  law  of  partnership  or  under  tlie  Companies  Acts.  Sect. 
7  of  the  Act  of  1862  coirteniplates  the  liability  of  the  members 
being  limited  either  to  the  amount  unpaid  on  the  shares,  or  t(» 
such  amount  as  the  members  may  undertake  by  the  memorandum 
of  association  to  contribute  to  the  assets  in  the  event  of  a  winding- 
up.  Sect.  8  provides  that  the  memorandum  of  association,  shall 
contain  {inter  alia)  "  the  amount  of  capital  with  which  the  com- 
pany proposes  to  be  registered  di\ided  into  shares  of  a  certain 
fixed  amount.  "  The  capital"  there  means  the  nominal,  not  the 
real,  capital.  And  so  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  "  The 
capital  of  the  company  is  £125,000,  divided  into  125,000  shares 
of  £1  each,"  means  the  nominal  capital  not  the  real  capital. 
"What  is  meant  is  that  £125,000  is  the  limit;  not  that  there 
must  be  £125,000;  for  the  whole  may  never  be  paid  up.  In 
many  cases,  probably  in  most,  a  company  does  not  issue  the 
whole  of  its  capital.  Sect.  12  empowers  the  company  to  raise 
new  shares,  and  it  may  be  that  in  such  a  company  as  this  new 
shares  may  be  issued  at  a  discount  though  the  original  sliares 
could  not  be  so  issued.  Sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1862  seems  dis- 
tinctly to  recognise  that  the  liability  need  not  of  neces- 
[*  130]  sity  extend  to  the  whole  amount  *  actually  unpaid,  for  it 
requires  to  be  entered  on  the  register  among  other  particu- 
lars, "  the  amount  paid  or  agreed  to  be  considered  as  paid  on  the 
shares  of  each  member. "  So  far  there  is  certainly  no  prohibition 
on  the  issue  of  shares  at  a  discount.  But  it  is  said  there  is  an 
implied  prohibition  in  sect.  38  which  enacts  that  no  contribution 
shall  be  required  from  any  member  exceeding  the  amount,  if  any, 
unpaid  on  the  shares.  That  fixes  the  maximum  lialnlity.  Wliat 
is  there  to  imply  that  it  shall  also  be  the  minimum  ?  Moreover 
it  has  frequently  been  held  that  shares  may  be  allotted  as  fully 
paid  up  in  respect  of  property  or  goods  acquired  by  the  company. 
And  sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1867  says  in  effect  that  "  no  contract  by 
which  sliares  sliall  be  considered  as  duly  jtaid  up  when  they  are 
not  in  fact  paid  up  shall  be  valid  unless  it  be  registered ;  and  that 
wlien  there  is  no  such  registered  contract  the  shares  are  to  be  pay- 
able in  cash."  This  was  the  view  of  Lord  Blackburn  in  Bnrl- 
inshaw  v.  McoUs,  3  App.  Cas.  1004,  1015;,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  179. 
The  decision  in  that  case  and  the  reasoning  of  Lord  Cairns  and 
of  the  other  Lords  are  inconsistent  with  the  view  that  the  Acts 
prohibit  such  a  transaction  as  the  present.      So  is  the  decision  iin 
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Waterhouse  v.  Jamu'son,  L.  E. ,  2  H.  L. ,  Sc.  29.  Shares  at  a  dis- 
count may  be  allotted  as  fully  paid  up  in  payment  of  land,  goods 
or  the  loan  of  money  from  a  bank.  And  why  not  to  a  new  share- 
holder? The  principle  is  the  same.  The  same  thing  might  have 
been  done  in  another  form  by  issuing  5s.  shares  fully  paid  with 
a  right  to  a  larger  dividend.  The  bargain  is  not  nudicm  pactum : 
it  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  debtor  for  £20  satisfying  his  debt  by 
paying  £15.  There  is  no  antecedent  liability  to  pay  anything 
more  than  the  5.s.  Nor  does  the  memorandum  of  association 
-create  an  inextinguishable  liability  to  pay  20s.  For  if  so  how 
could  a  company  be  estopped  (as  it  may  be  in  certain  cases)  from 
denying  that  the  shares  are  fully  paid  up  ? 

With  regard  to  th«  issue  of  new  shares  at  a  discount  the  Legis- 
lature would  seem  to  have  authorised  it  by  sects.  56  and  60  of  the 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16). 
Then  came  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  1863  (26  &  27  Vict.  c. 
118)  which  by  sect.  21  empowered  the  issue  of  new  shares,  "  but 
so  that  not  less  than  the  full  nominal  amount  of  any 
*  share  or  portion  of  stock  be  payable  or  paid  in  respect  [*  131] 
thereof. "  Those  prohibitory  words  were  repealed  by  sect. 
5  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  48).  And 
there  is  no  difference  between  the  language  of  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act,  1863,  and  the  language  of  Table  A,  Arts,  26,  27,  in 
the  Schedule  to  the  Act  of  1826,  with  reference  to  the  issue 
of   new  shares. 

[The  following  cases  were  also  referred  to  :  Spnrr/o's  Case,  L.  R , 
.S  Ch.  407;  42  L.  J.  Ch.  488;  Anderson's  Case,  7  Ch.  D.  75; 
47  L.  J.  Ch.  273;  In  re  Gold  Company,  11  Ch.  D.  701;  48  L.  J. 
Ch.  28 ;  In  re  Plaskynaston  Tube  Comimny,  23  Ch.  D.  543 ;  In 
re  Ince  Hall  Boiling  Mills  Company,  23  Ch.  D.  545,  n.  ;  In  re 
Addlestone  Linoleum  Company,  37  Ch.  D.  191 ;  57  L.  J.  Ch. 
249.] 

Cozens-Hardy,  Q.  C. ,  and  Mulligan  for  Eoper  :  — 

The  liability  of  a  shareholder  in  these  companies  is  unlimited 
except  so  far  as  it  is  limited  by  statute.  And  in  this  case  there 
is  nothing  in  the  memorandum  of  association  nor  in  the  articles 
limiting  the  liability.  The  memorandum  fixed  the  capital  of  the 
company  at  £125,000,  divided  into  125,000  shares  of  £1  each. 
That  was  in  accordance  with  sect.  8  of  the  Act  of  1862.  It 
would  entirely  frustrate  th«  meaning  of  the  memorandum  and  of 
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that  section  if  the  company  could  by  resolution  alter  the  amount 
to  be  paid  on  each  share.  The  limit  to  the  liability  is  tixed  by 
the  memorandum  at  £1  :  a  resolution  of  the  company  is  not  pait 
of  the  memorandum  and  cannot  vary  its  effect.  Sect.  7  of  the  Act 
of  1862  says  that  the  liability  may  be  limited  by  the  memoran- 
dum, —  that  means  that  it  cannot  be  limited  in  any  other  way, 
and  the  Act  must  be  strictly  followed.  See  the  observations  of 
Lord  Selborne  in  Debit's  Case,  L.  E. ,  8  Ch.  768,  775 ;  42  L.  J.  Ch. 
827,  and  Fothergill's  Case,  L.  R,  8  Ch.  270;  42  L.  J.  Ch.  481. 
Sects.  8  and  38  of  the  Act  of  1862  must  be  read  together,  and  mean 
that  every  shareholder  shall  pay  or  become  liable  for  the  full  nom- 
inal value  of  the  shares  he  holds.  "  The  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  " 
refers  to  the  fixed  amount  of  the  shares  into' which  the  capital  is 
divided  by  the  memorandum.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  sect.  25 
of  the  Act  of  1867  permits  shares  to  be  issued  at  a  discount 
in  payment  of  land  or  goods,  provided  the  contract 
[*  132]  *  is  registered.  The  policy  of  the  Acts  is  that  shares  must 
be  paid  for  in  meal  or  in  malt,  either  in  cash  or  in  some- 
thing equivalent  in  value  to  the  company.  In  tlie  present  case 
the  preference  shareholders  have  given  no  equivalent  in  value  for 
the  unpaid  15.s.  They  have  obtained  £1  shares  by  payment  of  or 
by  incurring  the  liability  to  pay  5s.  only.  Such  transactions 
may  be  (as  in  the  present  case)  perfectly  homi  fide,  but  they  are 
obviously  open  to  great  abuse,  and  the  Legislature  must  not  be 
taken  to  have  sanctioned  them  except  upon  the  clearest  language. 
The  conditions  under  which  a  compan}'  may  reduce  its  capital  are 
carefully  prescribed  by  sects.  9-20  of  the  Act  of  1867  and  are  not 
consistent  with  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  appellants. 
The  amount  of  capital  was  intended  by  the  Legislature  to  be 
definite,  not  indefinite  as  it  would  be  if  the  directors  had  the  power 
of  issuing  shares  at  a  discount.  The  appellants'  argument  runs 
counter  to  the  principle  of  Trevor  v.  Wkitworth ,  12  App.  Cas. 
409;  57  L.  J.  Ch.  28,  where  this  House  held  that  a  company  can- 
not purchase  its  own  shares. 

[They  also  referred  to  In  re  Dronfield  Silkstone  Coal  Coinpnni/, 
17  Ch.  D.  76;  50  L.  J.  Ch.  387;  Ux  parte  Sandys,  42  Ch.  1). 
98 ;  58  L.  J.  Ch.  504 ;  Andress'  Case,  8  Ch.  D.  126 ;  Klcnck  v. 
East  India  Company  for  Eo:ploration  and  Mining,  Zitnited,  16 
Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  4th  Series,  271.] 

Sir  Horace  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  in  reply  :  — 
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If  the  respondents'  argument  be  riglit  it  must  Le  ultra  vires  to 
issue  shares  at  a  premium,  — e.  (j.,  £1  shares  at  25.s. ,  10s.  paid, 
leaving  15-5.  unpaid.  Yet  this  is  common  practice.  The  argu- 
ment that  money  required  for  machinery  and  plant  may  be  ob- 
tained by  shares  issued  at  a  discount,  but  that  the  working  capital 
of  the  company  may  not  be  so  obtained,  is  unreasonable  and  con- 
trary to  the  practice  and  business  habits  of  mankind.  Excluding 
fraud  or  misrepresentation  there  is  no  objection  to  such  a  bargain 
as  the  present.  Fresh  capital  was  absolutely  necessary.  It  could 
not  be  obtained  on  better  terms ;  it  saved  the  company  and  turned 
impending  ruin  into  success.  Is  not  that  a  good  con- 
sideration? Is  it  not  "meal  or  malt  ?  "  The  *  value  of  [*  133] 
the  shares  to  the  company  was  what  could  be  got  for  them 
in  the  market. 

[He  also  referred  to  FMrntvclVs  Case,  29  W.  R  882 ;  and  PelVs 
Case,  L.  E.,  5  Ch.  11;  39  L.  J.  Ch.  120.] 

The  House  took  time  for  consideration. 

1892,  March  14.      Lord  Halsbury,  L.  C.  — 

My  Lords,  the  question  in  this  case  has  been  more  or  less  in 
debate  since  1883-,  when  Chitty,  J. ,  decided  that  a  company  limited 
by  shares  was  not  prohibited  by  law  from  issuing  its  shares  at  a 
discount.  That  decision  was  overruled,  though  in  a  different 
case,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  1888,  and  it  has  now  come  to  your 
Lordships  for  final  determination. 

My  Lords,  the  whole  structure  of  a  limited  company  owes  its 
existence  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  it  is  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment one  must  refer  to  see  what  are  its  powers,  and  within  what 
limits  it  is  free  to  act.  Now,  confining  myself  for  the  moment 
to  the  Act  of  1862,  it  makes  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  limita- 
tion of  liability  that  the  memorandum  of  association  shall  contain 
the  amount  of  capital  with  which  the  company  proposes  to  be 
registered,  divided  into  shares  of  a  certain  fixed  amount.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  system  thus  created  by  which  the  shareholder's 
liability  is  to  be  limited  by  the  amount  unpaid  upon  his  shares, 
renders  it  impossible  for  the  company  to  depart  from  that  require- 
ment, and  by  any  expedient  to  arrange  with  their  shareholders  thnt 
they  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  amount  unpaid  on  the  shares, 
although  the  amount  of  those  shares  has  been,  in  accordance  with 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  fixed  at  a  certain  sum  of  money.  It  is 
manifest  that  if  the  company  could  do  so  the  provision  in  question 
would  operate  nothing. 
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I  observe  in  the  argument  it  has  heen  sought  to  draw  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  nominal  capital  and  the  capital  which  is  assumed 
to  he  the  real  capital.  I  can  find  no  authority  for  such  a  distinc- 
tion. The  capital  is  fixed  and  certain,  and  every  creditor  of  the 
company  is  entitled  to  look  to  that  capital  as  his  security. 

It  may  be  that  such  limitations  on  the  power  of  a 
[*'134]  company  to  *  manage  its  own  affairs  may  occasionally  be 
inconvenient,  and  prevent  its  obtaining  money  for  the  pur- 
poses of  its  trading  on  terms  so  favourable  as  it  could  do  if  it  were 
more  free  to  act.  But,  speaking  for  myself,  I  recognise  the  wis- 
dom of  enforcing  on  a  company  the  disclosure  of  what  its  real 
capital  is,  and  not  permitting  a  statement  of  its  affairs  to  be  such 
as  may  mislead  and  deceive  those  who  are  either  about  to  become 
its  shareholders  or  about  to  give  it  credit. 

I  think,  with  Fry,  L.  J.,  in  the  Alinada  and  Tirito  Comjjany's 
Case,  38  Ch.  D.  415;  57  L.  J.,  Ch.  706,  that  the  question  which 
your  Lordships  have  to  solve  is  one  wliich  may  be  answered  by 
reference  to  an  inquiry :  What  is  the  nature  of  an  agreement  to 
take  a  share  in  a  limited  company?  and  that  that  question  may 
be  answered  by  saying,  that  it  is  an  agreement  to  become  liable  to 
pay  to  the  company  the  amount  for  wdiich  the  share  has  been 
created.  That  agreement  is  one  which  the  company  itself  has  no 
authority  to  alter  or  qualify,  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that, 
treating  the  question  as  unaffected  by  the  Act  of  1867,  the  com- 
pany were  prohibited  by  law,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in 
Aslibury  Company  v.  RicM,  L.  E. ,  7  H  L.  653 ;  44  L.  J.  Ex. 
185 ;  2  E.  C.  304,  from  doing  that  wliich  is  compendiously  de- 
scribed as  issuing  shares  at  a  discount. 

The  question  remains  whether  sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1867  has 
made  any  difference  in  the  matter  now  under  discussion.  That 
section  prescribes  that  every  share  in  any  company  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  whole  amount  thereof  in  cash,  unless  the  same  shall 
have  been  otherwise  determined  by  contract  duly  made  in  writ- 
ing, and  filed  with  the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  at  or 
before  the  issue  of  such  shares.  Two  things  are  manifest  in  this 
provision.  The  share  is  to  be  held  subject  to  payment,  and  the 
payment  is  to  be  in  cash.  The  amount  is  to  be  paid  and  the 
whole  amount  to  be  paid  in  cash  ;  and  to  me  it  appears,  hjoking  at 
the  latter  part  of  the  section,  whereby  a  contract  made  and  filed 
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may  qualify  and  cut  down  the  form  of  payment,  and  that  it  may 
be  in  goods  or  in  value  received  in  some  form,  instead  of  in  cash, 
it  must  nevertheless  be  payment.  I  regret  that  the  words  in  cash 
have  received  a  judicial  exposition  which  allows  payment 
*  otherwise  than  in  cash,  and  I  hold  myself  free,  if  the  [*  135] 
question  should  ever  come  before  your  Lordships,  to  con- 
sider the  propriety  of  that  decision.  But  for  my  present  purpose 
it  is  enough  to  say  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  section  which  jus- 
tifies the  notion  that  that  which  the  statute  required  to  be  paid  in 
cash,  subject  to  qualification  of  a  mode  of  payment,  should  not  be 
paid  at  all. 

The  provisions  of  sect.  25  were  probably  to  put  a  stop  to  such 
transactions  as  had  become  the  subject  of  judicial  animadversion 
in  Pdlatt's  Case,  L.  E. ,  2  Ch.  527;  Elldnytoiis  Case,  L.  E. ,  2  Ch. 
511;  also  FotherglU's  Case,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  270;  and  Dent's  Case,  L. 
E. ,  8  Ch.  768 ;  42  L.  J.  Ch.  474,  857. 

My  Lords,  I  should  have  been  prepared  to  take  this  view  if  the 
matter  were  not  covered  by  authority.  But  it  seems  to  me  that, 
although  not  directly  in  point,  the  principle  laid  down  by  your 
Lordships'  House  in  Trevor  v.  Whitioorth,  12  App.  Cas.  409  ;  2 
E.  C.  342  would  render  it  extremely  difficult  to  so  read  the  sections 
to  which  I  have  referred  as  to  justify  the  appellants'  contention. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  arrive 
at  any  other  conclusion  than  that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs.  Accordingly,  I  move  your  Lordships  that  the  order 
appealed  from  be  affirmed  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  Watson  :  — 

My  Lords,  can  a  company  limited  by  shares,  formed  and  regis- 
tered under  the  Act  of  1862,  issue  its  shares  as  fully  paid  up,  for 
a  money  consideration  less  than  their  nominal  value  ?  That  was 
the  only  question  argued  in  these  appeals.  It  has  been  answered 
in  the  negative  by  both  Courts  below^,  without  hearing  argument, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  Almeida  and  Tirito  Company  s  Ca^r, 
38  Ch.  D.  415;  57  L.  J.  Ch.  706,  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  1888.  The  limitation  of  such  a  company's  liability  is  the 
creature  of  statute,  and  the  question  lies  within  a  narrow  compass, 
depending  on  the  construction  of  one  or  two  clauses  in  the  Com- 
panies Acts  of  1862  and  1867. 

The  Act  of  1862  (sect.  8  (5),  requires  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
company    limited    by    shares,    the    memorandum    of    association 
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[*  136]  *  shall  contain  the  amount  of  the  capital  ^vith  which  it 
proposes  to  be  registered,  di\'i(led  into  sliares  of  a  certain 
fixed  amount.  The  statutory  limitation  which  it  imposes  upon 
the  liability  of  individual  shareholders  is  contained  in  the  enact- 
ment (sect.  38  (4)),  that  "  no  contribution  shall  be  required  from 
any  member  exceeding  the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on  the  shares 
in  respect  of  which  he  is  liable  as  a  present  or  past  member. "  In 
my  opinion,  these  enactments  read  together  indicate  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  that  every  member  wdio  takes  shares  from  the 
company  in  return  for  cash  shall  either  pay  or  become  lial^le  to 
contribute  their  full  nominal  value.  The  "  amount,  if  any,  un- 
paid, "  oijviously  refers  to  the  "  fixed  amount "  of  the  shares  into 
which  the  capital  is  divided,  as  set  forth  in  the  memorandum,  and 
not  to  any  lesser  amount  which  may  be  agreed  upon  between  the 
company  and  its  shareholders;  and  the  statutory  liability  of  each 
shareholder  is  for  the  difference  between  the  amount  fixed  by  the 
memorandum  and  the  sum  which  has  actually  been  paid  upon  his 
shares.  Consequently,  if  shares  are  issued  against  monej^  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  any  payment  to  the  company  less  than  the  nom- 
inal amount  of  the  share  must,  by  force  of  the  statute,  and 
notwithstanding  any  agreement  to  the  contrary,  be  treated  as  a 
payment  to  account,  the  member  remaining  liable  to  contribute  the 
balance,  when  duly  called  for. 

A  company  is  free  to  contract  with  an  applicant  for  its  shares ; 
and  when  he  pays  in  cash  the  nominal  amount  of  the  shares 
allotted  to  him,  the  company  may  at  once  return  the  money  in 
satisfaction  of  its  legal  indebtedness  for  goods  supplied  or  services 
rendered  ])y  him.  That  circuitous  process  is  not  essential.  It  has 
been  decided  that,  under  the  Act  of  1862,  shares  may  be  lawfully 
issued  as  fully  paid  up,  for  considerations  which  the  company 
has  agreed  to  accept  as  representing  in  money's  worth  the  nominal 
value  of  the  shares.  I  do  not  think  any  other  decision  could  have 
been  given  in  the  case  of  a  genuine  transaction  of  that  nature  where 
the  consideration  was  the  substantial  equivalent  of  full  payment 
of  the  shares  in  cash.  The  possible  objection  to  such  an  arrange- 
ment is  that  the  company  may  over-estimate  the  value  of  the  con- 
sideration, and,  tliereforc,  receive  less  than  nominal  value 
[*  137]  for  its  shares.  The  *  Court  would  doubtless  refuse  effect 
to  a  colourable  transaction,  entered  into  for  the  purjiose  or 
with  the  obvious  result  of  enabling  the  company  to  issue  its  shares 
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at  a  discount ;  but  it  has  been  ruled  that,  so  long  as  the  company 
honestly  regards  the  consideration  given  as  fairly  representing  the 
nominal  value  of  the  shares  in  cash,  its  estimate  ought  not  to  be 
critically  examined.  The  state  of  the  law  is  certainly  calculated 
to  induce  companies  who  are  in  want  of  money,  and  whose  shares 
are  unsaleable  except  at  a  discount,  to  pay  extravagant  prices  for 
goods  or  work  to  persons  who  are  willing  to  take  payment  in  shares. 
The  rule  is  capable  of  being  abused,  and  I  have  little  doubt  that  it 
has  been  liberally  construed  in  practice. 

The  Companies  Act  of  1867  contains  one  clause  only  which  can 
affect  the  present  question.  Sect.  25  enacts  that  "  every  share  in 
any  company  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to 
be  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  whole  amount  thereof  in 
cash,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  otherwise  determined  by  a 
contract  duly  made  in  writing,  and  filed  with  the  Registrar  of 
Joint  Stock  Companies  at  or  before  the  issue  of  such  shares. " 

It  was  argued  that  sect.  25  recognises  power  in  the  comjjany  to 
accept  a  partial  payment  as  a  cash  payment  in  full,  provided  there 
be  a  contract  to  that  effect  duly  executed  and  filed  with  the  regis- 
trar. I  am  unable  so  to  construe  the  clause.  I  do  not  think 
its  object  was  to  give  companies  new  powers  in  relation  to  the 
issue  of  their  shares,  but  to  regulate  the  statutory  powers  already 
possessed  by  them  in  regard  to  the  acceptance  of  other  than  cash 
payments  as  part  of  their  capital.  The  expression  "  unless  the 
same  shall  have  been  otherwise  determined  "  does  not,  in  my  opin- 
ion, imply  that  part  payment  may  be  accepted  as  payment  in  full. 
It  refers  to  contracts  so  far  as  then  lawful,  by  which  a  company 
might  agree  to  accept  considerations  other  than  cash.  In  all  such 
cases,  the  clause  provides  that  the  contract,  if  not  duly  filed  with 
the  registrar,  shall  be  of  no  effect,  and  that  the  shareholder  shall 
remain  liable  for  the  value  of  his  shares  in  money.  The  obvious 
purpose  of  the  enactment  is  to  enable  persons  dealing  with  the 
company  to  judge  for  themselves  what  may  be  the  value  of 
the  consideration  given  as  representing  capital.  *  It  is  [*  138] 
admitted  that  the  appellants  acted  in  good  faith,  and  that 
the  arrangement  made  with  them  would,  even  if  carried  out  to 
the  letter,  have  been  of  solid  advantage  to  the  company.  But  they 
accepted  shares  of  the  nominal  value  of  20.s.  as  fully  paid  up,  in 
the  knowledge  that  only  5s.  per  share  had  been  paid ;  and  they 
cainiot,   therefore,    benefit   by   the   principle    recognised   by    this 


656  CORPORATION.  —  PART   III. 

No.  33.  —  Ooregum  Gold  Mining  Co.  of  India  v.  Roper,  1892,  A.  C.  138,  139. 

House  in    Waterliouse    v.    Jamleson,   L.    Ii. ,  2   H.  L. ,  Sc.  29  and 
BurUnshaiv  \.  NicoUs,  3  App.  Gas.  1004;  48  L.  J.  Cli.  179. 

It  was  urged  at  the  bar  that  the  appellants  could  have  secured 
by  other  means  all  the  advantages  which  were  stipulated  in  their 
contract  with  the  company;  that,  instead  of  20s.  shares,  the 
company  could  have  issued  5-5.  shares  fully  paid,  bearing  a  prefer- 
ential dividend  of  40  per  cent. ,  and  participating  in  the  remaining 
profits  eepially  with  its  ordinary  206-.  shares;  or  that  the  appellants 
might  themselves  have  bought  the  goods  pm^chased  with  their 
contributions,  and  received  in  exchange  20.s'.  sliares  fully  paid  up. 
I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  first  of  these  courses  might  have 
been  successfully  adopted ;  but  I  am  not  certain  that  the  second 
would  have  been  a  legitimate  proceeding,  seeing  that  it  might  have 
involved  acceptance  by  the  company  of  goods  in  lieu  of  cash,  at  an 
estimated  price  of  no  less  than  four  times  their  actual  cost.  It  is 
needless,  however,  to  consider  what  the  parties  might  have  done, 
if  that  which  they  did  is  not  of  legal  effect. 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  register  of  the  company  is  erron- 
eous, in  so  far  as  it  bears  that  these  additional  shares  have  been 
fully  paid  up ;  and  the  order  appealed  from,  which  merely  pro- 
vides for  its  correcticm  in  that  respect,  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  considering  the  suggestions  to  be 
made  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  Lord  Hekschell.  I  agree 
with  him  that  the  original  shareholders  had  undoubted  power  to 
resolve  that  no  call  should  be  made  upon  the  new  shares  exce[  t 
in  liquidation,  and  then  only  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts  and 
expenses  of  liquidation,  because  that  power  is  expressly  conferred 
upon  limited  companies  by  sect.  5  of  the  Companies  Act,  1870 
(42  &  43  Vict.  c.  76).  That  the  original  shareholders 
[*  139]  could  be  held,  in  the  present  case,  to  have  resolved  *  to 
that  effect,  is  by  no  means  so  clear  a  proposition ;  because 
it  appears  to  me  to  raise  the  question  whether  a  single  resolution, 
that  no  money  shall  be  paid  in  any  event,  is  severable  into  two 
distinct  resolutions,  one  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  no  pay- 
ment, and  the  other  to  the  effect  that  there  shall  be  payment  on 
the  occurrence  of  a  certain  event.  Seeing  that  tlie  question  has 
not  been  argued  either  in  the  Courts  below  or  in  this  House,  I 
abstain  from  expressing  any  opinion  upon  it. 

I  therefore  concur  in  the  judgment  which  has  been  moved  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor. 
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Lord  Herschell  :  — 

My  Lords,  this  case  raises  the  important  question  whether  a 
company  incorporated  with  limited  liability  can  issue  its  shares  at 
a  discount. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  given  above.] 

The  question  whether  there  was  power  to  issue  the  shares  depends 
mainly  upon  the  construction  of  the  8th  and  o8th  sections  of  the 
Companies  Act,  1862,  though  the  25th  section  of  the  Companies 
Act,  1867,  has  also  a  material  bearing  upon  it.  By  the  8th  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1862  it  is  enacted  that  in  the  case  of  a  company 
limited  by  shares  the  memorandum  of  association  shall  contain 
"  the  amount  of  capital  with  which  the  company  proposes  to  be 
registered  divided  into  shares  of  a  certain  fixed  amount. "  The 
38th  section  of  the  same  statute  provides  that  in  the  event  of  a 
company  formed  under  the  Act  being  wound  up,  every  present  and 
past  member  should  be  liable  to  contribute  to  the  assets  of  the 
company  to  an  amount  sufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts  and 
liabilities  of  the  company,  and  the  costs  of  the  winding-up,  and 
for  the  payment  of  such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  rights  of  the  contributories  amongst  themselves,  with 
(amongst  others)  this  qualification,  that  in  the  case  of  a  company 
limited  by  shares,  no  contribution  should  be  required  from  any 
member  exceeding  the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on  the  shares  in 
respect  of  which  he  is  liable  as  a  present  or  past  member. 

It  is  contended  that  these  two  enactments  taken  together  pre- 
clude a  company  from  issuing  shares  as  fully  paid  up  in 
*  respect  of  the  payment  of  a  sum  less  than  the  nominal  [*  140] 
amount  of  the  share, — ^that  is  to  say,  that  a  person  taking 
a  share  on  those  terms,  if  he  remains  a  .shareholder,  is  liable  to 
pay  the  difference  between  the  amount  he  has  already  paid  and 
the  nominal  value  of  the  .share.  If  it  had  been  determined  that 
under  the  Companies  Act  a  shareholder  was  in  all  ca.ses  liable  to 
pay  the  whole  of  the  nominal  value  of  a  share  in  cash,  I  should 
have  had  less  difficulty  in  adhering  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below.  But  the  contrary  has  been  determined.  And  not  only  may 
a  share  be  allotted  as  fully  paid  up  in  respect  of  property,  good-;, 
or  services  received  by  the  company,  but  the  Courts  will  not  in- 
quire into  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration,  and  certainly  have 
not  required  it  to  be  proved  that  the  consideration  given  was  equiv- 
alent in  ca.sh  value  to  the  nominal  amount  of  the  share.  The 
VOL.  VII.  —  42 
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transactions  which  have  taken  place  on  this  view  of  the  law  have 
been  so  numerous,  and  have  extended  over  so  long  a  period  of 
vears,  that  I  doubt  if  it  would  have  been  possible  for  your  Lord- 
ships to  adopt  a  different  view  now,  even  if  the  Legislature  had 
not  intervened.  But  I  think  that  the  Legislature  has  distinctly 
recognised  and  given  its  sanction  to  these  decisions. 

Tlie  25th  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  provides  that  every 
share  in  any  company  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  been 
issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  whole  amount 
thereof  in  cash,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  otherwise  deter- 
mined by  contract  duly  made  in  writing,  and  filed  with  the  Eegis- 
trar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  at  or  before  the  issue  of  such  shares. 
I  quite  agree  that  this  enactment  does  not  purport  to  render  valid 
an  issue  of  shares  in  respect  of  something  other  than  full  cash  pay- 
ment, in  case  it  would  have  been  invalid  under  the  Act  of  1862. 
But  it  seems  to  me  distinctly  to  recognise  the  validity  of  such  a 
transaction,  imposing  only  the  condition  that  the  contract  deter- 
mining that  payment  is  not  to  be  made  in  cash  shall  be  in  writing 
and  duly  filed.  The  object  of  this  is  obvious.  It  is  to  enable 
any  creditor,  by  reference  to  the  documents  at  the  office  of  the 
Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies,  to  ascertain  how  much  of  the 
liability  on  the  shares  which  does  not  remain  undischarged  has 
been  discharged  by  cash  payment,  and  how  much  in  some 
[*  141]  other  way.  A  creditor  has  not  the  *  right  to  assume  that 
so  much  of  the  amount  of  the  share  as  is  no  longer  liable 
to  1)6  called  up  has  found  its  May  in  the  shape  of  cash  into  the 
hands  of  the  company.  But  he  has  placed  at  his  disposal  the 
means  of  full  information  on  the  subject. 

Having  regard  to  the  considerations  to  which  I  have  called 
attention,  and  notably  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1867,  I  do 
not  feel  so  much  impressed  as  some  of  your  Lordships  by  the 
mischiefs  which  it  is  contended  would  result  from  the  decision 
that  shares  might  be  issued  as  fully  paid  up  in  consideration  of  a 
payment  less  in  amount  than  their  nominal  cash  value,  and  I  can 
conceive  many  cases  in  which  such  a  course  would  be  advantageous 
both  to  shareholders  and  creditors.  But  the  matter  must,  after 
all,  be  determined  by  an  examination  of  the  language  of  the  Act 
of  1862,  bearing  in  mind,  of  course,  the  decisions  upon  it,  and 
the  subsequent  legislation,  which,  as  I  think,  sanctioned  and  acted 
on  those  decisions. 
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I  cannot  myself  place  any  great  weight  on  the  requirement  of 
sect.  8,  that  the  amount  of  capital  with  which  the  company  pro- 
poses to  be  registered  is  to  be  divided  into  shares  "  of  a  certain 
fixed  amount. "  The  provision  was,  of  course,  necessary  in  intro- 
ducing a  scheme  of  limited  liability.  But  it  does  not,  of  itself, 
determine  anything  as  to  the  extent  of  liability.  Had  it  stood 
alone,  the  shareholders  would  have  been  liable,  on  general  prin- 
ciples, to  the  extent  neces,sary  to  discharge  all  the  obligations  of 
the  industrial  partnership.  The  limitation  of  liability  arises  from 
the  provision  of  sect.  38,  that  in  case  the  company  is  wound  up  an 
individual  shall  only  be  liable  "  to  the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on 
the  shares  in  respect  of  which  he  is  liable  as  a  present  or  past 
member.  "  This  must  be  regarded  as  by  implication  enacting  that 
he  shall  be  liable  to  that  extent.  What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of 
the  "  amount  unpaid  "  on  the  shares  ?  If  it  had  been  the  law  that 
taking  shares  in  a  limited  liability  company  necessarily  involved 
the  payment  in  cash  of  the  nominal  amount  of  the  share,  tlie 
answer  would  have  been  free  from  difficulty.  The  words  "  the 
amount  unpaid  "  would  have  been  taken  in  their  ordinary  sense  as 
meaning  so  much  as  has  not  been  paid  in  cash.  But  it  is  impos- 
sible now  to  adopt  that  interpretation  as  applicable  to  every 
case. 

*  The  Acts  of  1862  and  1867  must  be  read  together.  [*  142] 
And  the  latter  statute  prescribes  that  a  share  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  whole  amount 
thereof  in  cash,  unless  "  the  same  shall  have  been  otherwise  deter- 
mined "  by  a  filed  contract.  What  is  "  the  same  "  ?  Clearly,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  share  is  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
whole  amount  in  cash.  When,  then,  it  has  been  lawfully  "  other- 
wise determined,"  it  appears  to  me  impossible  that  the  words 
"  t-he  amount  unpaid  "  can  have  their  ordinary  meaning.  They 
must,  at  least,  be  interpreted  as  meaning  "  unpaid,  or  not  other- 
wise satisfied,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  a  filed  con- 
tract. "  And  once  this  conclusion  is  arrived  at,  I  do  not  think 
there  would  be  any  insuperable  difficulty  in  including  within  them 
the  case  where,  in  consideration  of  a  certain  payment,  the  liability 
had  been  by  a  filed  contract  entirely  discharged. 

At  the  same  time,  I  am  quite  sensible  of  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment that  in  the  25th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867  the  emphatic 
words  are  payment  "  in  cash, "  implying  that  there  must  be  pay- 
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ment  in  some  form,  even  though  it  is  nut  to  be  made  in  cash. 
And  whilst  goods  or  services  given  or  taken  in  lieu  of  payment 
in  cash  may  be  regarded  as  in  a  sense  payment,  it  is  difficult  to 
say  that  payment  of  a  portion  of  a  sum  is  payment  of  the  whole. 
Although,  therefore,  my  mind  has  not  been  free  from  doubt,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  differ  from  the  Court  below,  and  from  those  of 
your  Lordships  who  entertain  that  view,  in  thinking  that  a  com- 
pany cannot  issue  its  shares  at  a  discount  so  as  to  exonerate  those 
taking  the  shares  from  the  liability,  in  case  the  company  be 
wound  up,  to  pay  the  amount  not  already  paid  on  the  shares. 

But  the  question  before  your  Lordships  does  not  arise  in  the  case 
of  a  winding-up.  The  interest  of  the  creditors  is  not  in  issue. 
The  action  is  brought  by  a  shareholder  avowedly  for  the  purpose 
of  benefiting  the  holders  of  the  ordinary  shares  at  the  expense  of 
those  who  are  possessed  of  the  preference  shares,  which  were  taken 
on  the  express  condition  that  their  holders  should  not  be  required 
to  pay  more  than  5s.  per  share.  To  accede  simj^Hciter  to  the 
prayer  of  the  plaintiff  would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  to  sanction  a 
violation  by  the  company  of  a  solemn  agieement  entered  into 
between  them  and  those  who  took  the  shares.  I 
[*  143]  *  should  have  thought  it  was  wrong  to  do  this,  except 
in  so  far  as  the  contract  provides  for  that  which  has  been 
otherwise  provided  for  by  the  Legislature.  In  so  far  as  the  obli- 
gations arising  under  the  contract  do  not  involve  a  contiavcnlion 
of  any  enactment  of  the  Legislature,  I  see  no  reason  wliy  they 
should  not  be  given  effect  to.  The  point  was  not  argued  at  the 
bar  in  the  present  case,  but  I  will  give  my  reasons  for  the 
opinion  I  have  expressed.  Except  when  the  Legislature  has  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication  forbidden  any  act  to  be  done  by  a  com- 
pany, their  rights  must  be  governed  by  the  ordinary  principles  of 
law,  and  they  are  free  to  make,  as  between  them  and  their  share- 
holders, such  contracts  as  they  please.  They  may  enter  into  any 
undertaking  with  those  who  are  invited  to  become  shareholders 
as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  shares  shall  be  taken,  and  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  respective  shareholders  inter  se.  What  they  cannot 
do  is  to  exclude  the  liability,  in  case  the  company  is  wound  u\\ 
to  contribute  to  the  extent  unpaid  on  the  shares  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors.  But  what  is  to  ])revent  the  company  agreeing  tliat, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  Legislature  has  imposed  the  liability,  they 
will    not   enforce   any  ?     Supposing   the  agreement   had   been   in 
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terms  that  the  company  would  not  enforce  the  payment  of  more 
than  5s.  per  share,  except  in  the  case  of  a  winding-up,  and  then 
only  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  creditors  and  the  costs  of  the 
winding-up,  would  there  have  been  anything  illegal  in  such  an 
agreement  ?  I  fail  to  see  anything  in  the  Companies  Acts  which 
would  render  such  an  agreement  invalid.  And  taking  the  con- 
tract between  the  company  and  the  shareholders,  and  tlie  enact- 
ment together,  is  not  this,  in  effect,  what  has  been  done  ?  I  am, 
of  course,  assuming  that  to  issue  shares  on  such  terms  would  be 
witliin  the  memorandum  of  association.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
of  that  in  the  present  case.  It  is  provided  that  the  original  or 
increased  capital  may  be  issued  with  "  such  preference,  privilege, 
guarantee,  or  condition"  as  the  company  may  direct. 

Whilst,  then,  I  think  it  ousrht  to  be  declared  that  the  agree- 
ment  between  the  company  and  those  to  whom  the  preference 
shares  were  allotted  was  ineffectual  to  absolve  them  from  the 
liability  prescribed  by  the  38th  section  of  the  Act  of  1862,  I 
should  have  thought,  had  the  point  been  insisted  upon, 
that  it  *  ought  also  to  be  declared  that  the  company  are  [*  144] 
nut  entitled  to  call  upon  such  shareholders  for  any  fur- 
ther payment  beyond  that  agreed  upon,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
winding-up,  and  then  only  so  far  as  necessary  for  the  discharge 
of  the  obligations  of  the  company  and  the  costs  of  the  winding-up. 

Lord  Macnaghtex  :  — 

My  Lords,  your  Lordships  are  called  upon  to  determine  whether 
it  is  or  is  not  competent  for  a  company  limited  by  shares  to  issue 
shares  at  a  discount  so  as  to  relieve  persons  taking  shares  so 
issued  from  liability  to  pay  up  their  amount  in  full.  It  was 
suggested  that  different  considerations  might  apply  to  shares  in 
the  capital  with  which  a  company  is  originally  registered  and 
shares  in  additional  capital  created  afterwards.  But  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  perfectly  clear  that,  for  the  present  purpose,  no  dis- 
tinction can  be  drawn  between  one  portion  of  the  capital  of  a 
company  limited  by  shares,  and  another. 

The  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862.  The  provisions  of  the  Act,  are,  I  think,  plain  enough 
if  one  bears  in  mind  the  condition  of  things  which  existed  before 
the  principle  of  limited  liability  was  introduced  in  1855.  Before 
that  time,  there  was  no  way  known  to  the  law  by  which  persons 
trading  in  partnership  could  restrict  their  liability.     They   were 
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liable  to  the  uttermost  farthing.  At  last  the  Legislature  inter- 
vened and  authorised  persons  who  proposed  to  trade  in  partner- 
ship to  form  themselves  into  a  registered  company  with  a  declared 
capital  and  shares  of  a  fixed  amount,  and  then  limited  the  liability 
of  the  partners  as  members  of  the  company  to  the  amount  unpaid 
upon  their  shares. 

But  all  this  legislation  proceeds  on  the  footing  of  recognising 
and  maintaining  the  liability  of  the  individual  members  to  the 
company  until  the  prescribed  limit  is  reached.  The  memorandum 
of  association  of  a  company  limited  by  shares  must  contain  "the 
amount  of  capital  with  which  the  company  proposes  to  be  regis- 
tered divided  into  shares  of  a  ceitain  fixed  amount."  It  must 
also  contain  "  a  declaration  that  the  liability  of  the  members  is 
limited."  Neither  the  liability  nor  the  limitation  is  defined  in 
the  memorandum  itself.  And  so  the  declaration  carries 
[*  145]  you  *  back  to  the  earlier  part  of  the  section,  where  you 
are  told  what  is  meant  by  "  a  company  limited  by  shares." 
It  is  a  company  "  formed  on.  the  principle  of  having  the  liability 
of  its  members  limited  to  the  amount  unpaid  upon  their  shares." 
That  must  mean  that  the  liability  of  a  member  continues  so 
long  as  anything  remains  unpaid  upon  his  shares.  Nothing  but 
payment,  and  payment  in  full,  can  put  an  end  to  the  liability. 

Plainer  still,  and  more  explicit  is  the  section  headed  "  Liability 
of  members."  It  begins  by  declaring  that,  in  the  event  of  a 
company  formed  under  the  Act  being  wound  up,  the  measure  of 
the  liability  of  every  present  and  past  member  is  the  amount 
required  to  satisfy  all  claims  of  creditors,  to  pay  all  the  expenses 
of  liquidation,  and  to  adjust  the  claims  of  members  inter  se. 
Then  come  certain  qualifications  to  which  that  liability  is  sub- 
ject. One  is,  that  in  the  case  of  a  company  limited  by  shares, 
no  contribution  shall  be  required  from  any  member  exceeding 
the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on  the  shares  in  respect  of  which  he 
is  liable  as  a  present  or  past  member. 

To  sum  the  matter  up,  I  cannot,  T  tliink,  do  better  than  adopt 
the  language  Mr.  I'uclcley  has  used  in  speaking  of  the  Limited 
Liability  Acts.  "The  dominant  and  cardinal  }a-iiici]>le  of  these 
Acts,"  he  says,  "is  that  the  investor  shall  purchase  immunity  from 
liability  beyOnd  a  certain  limit,  on  tlie  terms  that  there  sliall  be 
and  remain  a  liability  up  to  that  limit."  Whether  this  liability 
is  one  of  "  the  conditions  of  the  memorandum,"  within  the  mean- 
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ing  of  that  expression  in  the  Act  of  1862,  as  Lord  Selboexe  seems 
to  have  thought  {Dent's  Case,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  768  ;  42  L.  J.  Ch.  357),  or  a 
condition  attached  by  the  Act  to  a  company  limited  by  shares  and 
of  the  essence  of  such  a  company,  though  it  may  not  be  found 
contained  within  the  four  corners  of  the  memorandum,  is  a 
matter  of  little  or  no  importance.  In  either  view  of  the  case,  it 
is  plain  that  the  condition  is  one  which  cannot  be  dispensed  with 
by  anything  in  the  articles  of  association,  or  by  any  resolution  of 
the  company,  or  by  any  contract  between  the  company  and  out- 
siders who  have  been  invited  to  become  members  of  the  company 
and  who  do  come  in  on  the  faith  of  such  a  contract. 

If  this  conclusion  be  correct,  there  is,  I  think,  an  end 
of   the  *  question,  and    the  arguments    urged    on   behalf  [*  146] 
of  the  appellants  may  be  disposed  of  very  briefly. 

I  may  notice,  in  the  first  place,  tliat  reference  was  made  in  the 
course  of  tlie  argument  to  sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1862,  which 
specifies,  among  the  particulars  to  be  entered  on  the  company's 
register  of  members,  the  amount  "  paid,  or  agreed  to  be  considered 
as  paid,"  on  the  shares  of  each  member.  It  was  suggested  that 
this  expression  shows  that  the  statute  does  not  require  actual 
payment.  Nor  does  it,  except  in  the  case  of  a  company  limited 
by  shares.  The  section,  it  will  be  observed,  is  speaking  not  only 
of  such  companies,  but  of  all  companies  under  the  Act  which  have 
a  capital  divided  into  shares. 

The  next  argument  that  was  put  forward  strikes  me  as  rather 
far-fetched.  It  was  said  that  companies  under  the  Companies 
Clauses  Acts  are  authorised  to  issue  new  shares  at  a  discount.  It 
was  pointed  out  that  the  language  of  Table  A,  in  reference  to  the 
issue  of  shares  in  additional  capital,  is  precisely  the  same  as  the 
language  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  1863,  now  that  it  has  been 
amended  by  the  Kailway  Companies  Act  1867,  and  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act  1869,  so  as  to  make  the  issue  of  shares  at  a  discount 
permissible.  Why,  it  was  asked,  should  there  be  any  difference 
in  this  respect  between  the  two  classes  of  companies  ?  Win- 
should  that  be  taken  to  be  prohibited  in  the  one  which  is  allowed 
in  the  other?  Well,  there  is  this  difference  to  start  with.  A 
company  limited  by  shares  selects  its  objects  and  fixes  the  amount 
of  its  capital  to  suit  itself ;  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Companies  Acts,  it  is  under  no  outside  control  in  these  matters. 
The  Companies  Clauses  Acts  are  applicable  to  companies  formed 
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for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  undertakings  of  a  public  nature. 
After  Parliament  is  satisfied  that  the  proposed  undertaking  will 
Le  of  public  benefit,  and  that  the  proposed  capital  is  adequate 
and  not  excessive,  a  special  Act  is  obtained.  Then  if  the  company 
comes  for  powers  to  raise  further  capital,  it  is  open  to  the  legis- 
lature, if  it  thinks  fit,  when  sanctioning  an  Act  for  the  purpose, 
to  incorporate  with  the  special  Act  the  Companies  Clauses  Act 
1863,  and  at  the  same  time  to  modify  its  provisions  as  occasion 
may  require.  Because  a  special  permission  granted  on 
[*  147]  consideration  of  the  particular  *  circumstances  of  the  case 
is  free  from  objection,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  general 
license  might  not  be  open  to  grave  abuse.  There  is  this  difference 
too :  A  company  limited  by  shares  may  borrow  as  much  money 
as  it  can  get.  A  company  under  the  Companies  Clauses  Acts  has 
only  limited  powers  of  borrowing.  So  there  is  the  more  reason 
that  a  company  of  the  latter  class  having  still  some  credit,  though 
its  borrowing  powers  be  exhausted,  should  be  allowed  in  a  proper 
case,  to  make  use  of  its  unissued  capital.  But,  after  all,  the  real 
answer  to  any  argument  or  appeal  founded  on  the  Companies 
Clauses  Acts  is  this :  Whatever  those  Acts  may  prohibit  or 
permit,  Table  A  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  Companies 
Act  1862,  and  cannot  be  read  so  as  to  contravene  its  provisions. 

Much  reliance  was  placed  on  the  25th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1867.  Tt  was  said  that  what  that  .section  has  in  view  is  one  of 
two  things,  either  liability  to  pay  in  cash  the  W'hole  amount 
of  the  shares,  or  else  a  contract  in  writing  duly  registered  at  or 
before  the  issue  of  the  shares.  It  was  argued  that  if  there  be  a 
contract  duly  registered  the  section  does  not  impose  any  liability 
to  pay  in  full.  That  is  quite  true,  and  for  this  reason  :  the  sec- 
tion applies  not  only  to  companies  limited  by  shares,  but  to  all 
companies  under  the  Act  of  1862,  having  a  capital  divided  into 
sliares.  In  the  case  of  a  contract  duly  registered  the  section 
does  not  require  payment  where  payment  is  not  required  by  the 
Act  of  1862.  On  the  other  liand,  it  does  not  dispense  with  pay- 
ment in  full  where  the  lia])ility  to  pay  in  full  is  a  condition 
imposed  by  the  Act  of  1862,  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  a  company 
limited  by  shares. 

Burkinsliaw  v.  Nicolls  was  pressed  into  tlie  argument.  But 
all  that  case  decides  is,  that  the  company's  certificate  to  the 
effect  that  .shares  are  fully  paid  is,  as  against  the  company,  con- 
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elusive   evidence    of    payment    in   the    hands   of   a   purchaser    for 
value  without  notice. 

Lastly,  it  was  said  that  if  it  be  the  case  that,  in  companies 
limited  by  shares,  members  are  liable  to  pay  up  in  full  the  amount, 
if  any,  unpaid  upon  their  shares,  still  the  liability  is  one  that  may 
be  easily  evaded.  And  it  was  pointed  out  that,  in  the 
present  case,  *  if  only  a  different  method  had  been  adopted,  [*  148] 
a  result  practically  the  same  might  have  been  at- 
tained, and  then  the  transaction  would  have  been  unimpeachable. 
Whether  that  is  a  good  reason  for  permitting  the  requirements 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  be  contravened  may,  perhajjs,  be 
doubted. 

But  I  desire  to  protest  against  some  of  the  propositions  which 
were  advanced  in  connection  with  this  part  of  the  argument.  It 
was  said  that  if  a  company  limited  by  shares  owes  its  bankeis 
£1000,  and  its  shares  are  at  50  per  cent.  disc(junt,  fully  paid 
shares  of  £2000  nominal  value  may  ])e  given  in  discharge  of  the 
debt.  It  was  said  that  a  company  limited  by  shares  may  issue 
fully  paid  shares  at  tlieir  market  price  at  tlie  time,  however  much 
they  may  have  become  depreciated,  in  exchange  for  goods  having 
a  recognised  market  value.  .Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  assent  to  either  of  those  propositions  without  further 
argument.  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  view  expressed  by 
Cotton,  L.  J.,  though  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point.  It 
seems  to  me  that  all  that  has  been  determined  so  far  is  that  the 
Court  will  decline  to  rip  up  a  transaction  not  impeached  as  dis- 
honest, and  not  proved  to  be  such,  merely  because  the  company 
may  have  paid  an  extravagant  price  for  their  property. 

In  the  present  case,  I  regret  that  I  am  compelled  to  say  thnt 
in  my  ophiion  the  transaction  cannot  stand.  The  course  which 
the  directors  took  probably  saved  the  company.  All  parties 
concerned  acted  in  a  perfectly  open  and  honest  manner.  But  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  requirements  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862 
have  been  contravened,  and,  therefore,  I  think  that  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed. 

Lord  Morris  :  — 

My  Lords,  the  Act  of  1862  enabled  a  company  to  be  formeil 
on  the  principle  of  having  the  liability  of  its  members  limited  to 
the  amount  unpaid  on  their  shares  ;  it  did  not  impose  a  liability, 
—  on  the  contrary,  it  limited  liability  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
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of  the  share ;  but  there  is  no  power  given  that  I  can  see  to 
further  limit  liability  by  not  paying  that  amount.  Has  thai 
position  been  varied  by  sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1867,  which  pro- 
vides, "  Every  share  in  any  company  shall  be  deemed  and 
[*  149]  *  taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  whole  amount  thereof  in  cash,  unless  the 
same  shall  have  been  otherwise  determined  by  a  contract  duly 
made  in  w^riting,  and  tiled  with  the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock 
Companies  at  or  before  the  issue  of  such  shares  "  ?  That  section 
appears  to  nie  plainly  to  refer  to  and  deal  only  with  the  mode 
of  payment, — prima  facie,  the  payment  of  the  whole  amount  is 
to  be  in  cash,  but  with  a  power  given  of  contracting  for  something 
other  than  cash  to  be  taken  in  payment,  but  payment  in  meal  or 
malt  is  clearly  contemplated,  —  the  amount  of  the  shares  must 
be  paid.  A  company  can  only  do  what  it  is  authorised  to  do, 
and  not  that  which  it  is  only  not  prohibited  from  doing.  I  can 
find  no  authority  to  issue  a  pound  share  but  that  only  5s.  is  to 
be  paid  of  the  pound. 

For  these  reasons,  I  concur  in  the  judgment  which  has  been 
moved  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Lord  Halsbury,  L.  C.  :  — 

My  Lords,  before  putting  the  question,  I  only  desire  to  add 
that  T  have  designedly  avoided  alluding  to  the  point  which  has 
been  mentioned  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  Lord  Hersciiell, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  neither  insisted  upon  nor  argued  at  the  bar. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Lords'  Journal,  14th  March,  1892. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 
With  this  important  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  should  be  read 
by  way  of  contrast  tlie  later  deci.sion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  li'ebb 
V.  Shropshire  Raihvays  Company  No.  15,  p.  382,  ante.  Tliere  appears 
no  inconsistency  between  the  two  cases.  The  criterion  apparently  is 
Avlicther  in  the  Acts  constituting  these  companies  there  is  anything 
to  show  the  intention  that  the  nominal  value  of  the  shares  so  far  as 
not  really  ])aid  (whether  in  casl)  or  good  valuable  consideration)  is  to 
be  a  fund  of  credit  for  wliich  the  shareholder  is  liable.  The  House  of 
Lords  in  the  principal  case  have  fouiul  that  in  the  Act  of  1862  there 
are  such  provisions.  The  Court  of  Appeal  in  We.hbv.  Shropsliire  Bcit- 
vaij  Company  held  that  in  the  Act  of  1845  there  are  no  such  provi- 
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sioiis;  and.  that,  unless  they  are  to  be  found  in  the  S[)ecial  Act  of  the 
Company  there  is  no  implied  prohibition  against  issuing  fully  paid 
shares  for  such  price  as  can  be  got  for  them. 

The  case  of  Iti  re  t'untinon  Fetroleum  Enrjine  Co.,  Eisner  and 
Mc Arthur's  case  (5  Aug.  1895),  1895,  2  Ch.  759,  Go  L.  J.  Ch.  76, 
73  L.  T.  338,  is  one  in  which  Romee,  J.,  sanctioned  a  contract  be- 
tween an  old  and  a  new  company  as  a  valuable  consideration  to  support 
the  contract  for  taking  shares  in  the  new  company  credited  with  pay- 
ment of  a  certain  sum;  and  the  same  case  shows  that  the  burden  is 
upon  the  shareholder  to  prove  that  the  contract  formed  the  real  con- 
sideration for  his  applying  for  the  shares. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

See  WeVh  v.  Railway  Company,  notes,  ante. 

This  case  is  cited  in  3  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sect.  29.53,  with  the 
remark,  that  "It  was  formerly  the  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  it  is  still  the  doctrine  of  the  British  House  of  Lords,  that 
this  trust  fund  extends  to  whatever  sum,  less  than  the  par  value  of  his  shares, 
the  shareholder  ought  to  pay,  although  it  may  have  been  agreed  between  him 
and  the  corporation  that  he  shall  not  pay  it."  Citing  Upton  v.  Trihllcock,  91 
United  States,  4-5.  "  The  Engli.sh  judges  do  not  speak  of  the  capital  stock  of 
a  corporation  being  a  '  trust  fund '  for  its  creditors,  biit  the  case  cited  from 
the  House  of  Lords  holds  that  when  it  is  necessary  to  liquidate  the  debts  of 
the  company,  the  shareholder  must  pay  for  his  shares  in  full,  —  that  is,  he 
must  pay  up  their  par  or  nominal  value,  although  it  may  have  been  agi'eed 
between  him  and  the  company,  at  the  time  when  he  purchased  the  shares, 
that  he  should  not  be  required  to  pay  in  fuU.  But  this  doctrine,  as  already 
seen,  has  been  recently  modified  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
to  the  extent  of  holding  that  in  the  absence  of  circumstances  creating  an 
equitable  estoppel  in  favour  of  the  creditor  of  the  corporation  and  against  the 
shareholder,  the  latter  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay,  even  for  the  piu'pose  of 
liquidating  the  debts  of  the  corporation  after  its  insolvency,  anything  beyond 
what  the  corporation  agTeed  to  accept  from  him  as  full  payment." 

So  it  would  seem,  according  to  Judge  Thompson's  view,  that  the  courts  of 
England  and  this  country  have  been  exchanging  opinions  on  the  "  trust 
fund  "  doctrine. 
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RULE. 

A  COMPANY  may  mortgage  its  property.,  unless  expressly 
prohibited  by  its  articles  from  doing  so. 
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In  re  Patent  File  Company  (Ex  parte  Birmingham  Banking  Company). 

L.  K.,  6  Cli.  83-88  (><.  c.  40  L.  J.  Ch.  1<.»0;   19  W.  K.  183). 

Company.  —  Power  to  Mortyage. 

[83]  The  nieniorandum  of  association  of  a  coinpaiiy,  whose  nominal  ca])ital 
was  £10U,000,  stated  its  objects  to  be  the  mamifacturing  and  selling  (if 
files  and  steel,  and  the  doing  all  such  other  things  (including  the  acquiring  and 
"disposing  of"  lands  and  buildings)  as  were  incidental  or  conducive  to  the 
attainment  of  those  objects.  The  articles  of  association  pntvided  that  the  com- 
pany might,  with  the  prescribed  sanction  and  within  a  certain  limit,  mortgage 
their  property.  The  directc^rs  accordingly,  being  pressed  by  the  company's 
bankers  for  secnrity  for  an  overdrawn  account,  tleposited  with  the  bankers 
the  title-deeds  of  the  property  on  -which  the  company  carried  on  their  busi- 
ness, and  gave  a  memorandum  of  deposit  under  the  seal  of  the  couijiauy, 
making  the  deeds  a  security  for  the  balance  <if  account  up  to  an  auiniiut 
within  the  limit  authorized  :  — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Stuart,  V.  C.),  that  this  security  was  valid. 

Semhle,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  prohibition  in  the  articles,  a  company  may 
secure  a  past  debt  by  deposit  of  title-deeds. 

This  was  a  motion  by  way  of  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Stuart,  holding  an  equitable  mortgage,  by  deposit,  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  Patent  File  'Company,  Limited,  to  be  valid. 

The  Patent  File  Company  was  registered  in  1863,  with  a  nom- 
inal capital  of  £100,000.  The  memorandum  of  association  stated 
the  object  of  the  company  to  be  the  purchasing  letters- 
[*  84]  patent  granted  *  to  E.  Bernot  for  an  invention  of  a  new 
machine  for  cutting  files,  and  of  certain  other  letters-patent 
relating  to  files ;  the  manufacturing,  purchasing,  or  otherwise 
acquiring  machines  and  apparatus  ap[)licable  to  the  manufacture 
of  files;  the  manufacturing,  purchasing,  or  otherwise  acquiring,  and 
selling  or  disposing  of  files,  blanks  for  files,  and  steel,  "and  the 
doing  of  all  such  other  things  (including  the  purcliasing,  leasing, 
or  otherwise  acquiring,  holding,  and  disposing  of  lands  and  build- 
ings) as  are  incidental  or  conducive  to  tlie  attainment  of  the  above 
objects  or  any  of  thfem." 

The  clauses  of  the  articles  of  association  referred  to  in  the 
argument  were  the  following  :  — ■ 

"41.  The  company  may,  with  the  sanction  of  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting,  from  time  to  time  borrow  and  take  u]),  on 
mortgage  of  any  of  the  property  of  the  company,  or  on  such 
other  security  as   they  may  think  fit,  any  sum  or  sums  not  ex- 
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ceeding    in    the  whole    one-half    of    the   nominal    capital    of    the 
company. 

"42.  Any  mortgage  bond  or  other  -security,  bearing  the  common 
seal  of  the  company  and  issued  for  valuable  consideration,  shall  be 
binding  on  the  company,  notwithstanding  any  irregularity  touch- 
ing the  authority  of  the  directors  to  issue  the  same  ;  and  no 
person  taking  any  such  security  shall  be  bound  to  ascertain  that 
the  amount  then  due  by  the  company  on  mortgage  or  other 
security  does  not  exceed  one-half  of  the  nominal  capital  of  the 
company." 

"  75.  The  business  of  the  company  shall  be  managed  by  the 
directors,  who  may  pay  all  expanses  incurred  in  the  formation 
and  registration  of  the  company,  and  may  exercise  all  such  powers 
of  the  company  as  are  not  by  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  or  by 
tliese  articles,  required  to  be  exercised  by  the  company  in  general 
meeting,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  any  regulations  of  these  articles, 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Companies  Act,  1S62,  and  to  such  regula- 
tions being  not  inconsistent  with  the  said  regulations  and  pro- 
visions as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  company  in  general  meeting. 
But  no  regulation  made  by  the  company  in  general  meeting  shall 
invalidate  any  prior  act  of  the  directors  which  would  have  been 
valid  if  such  regulation  had  not  been  made." 

"78.  Tlie' directors  are  hereby  empowered  to  do  and  execute 
all  necessary  acts,  deeds,  or  assurances  that  may  be  necessary  for 
the  purchase  or  acquisition  of  the  patent  rights  mentioned 
or  *  referred  to  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  or  for  [*  85] 
tlie  purchase  or  taking  on  lease  of  lands  or  buildings,  or 
the  erection  of  buildings  and  machinery,  or  for  the  prosecution  in 
any  other  manner  of  all  or  any  of  the  objects  of  the  company." 

The  Patent  File  Company  had  a  banking  account  with  tlie  Bir- 
mingham Banking  Company,  which,  in  1865,  became  heavily 
overdrawn.  On  the  9th  of  August,  1865,  the  balance  being  then 
above  £11,000,  the  then  manager  of  the  bank  wrote  a  letter 
requesting  that  it  might  be  reduced. 

On  the  30th  of  August,  1865,  an  extraordinary  general  meeting 
was  held  and  the  following  resolution  passed  :  "  That  the  direc- 
tors be  and  are  hereby  authorised  to  borrow  and  take  up  from 
time  to  time,  on  mortgage  of  the  lands,  buildings,  and  fixed 
machinery  of  the  company,  or  on  such  part  thereof  as  they  deem 
fit,  or  upon  debentures  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  such  sum 
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or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding  in  the  wliole  one-third  of  the 
nominal  capital  of  the  company,  and  that  the  directors  are  hereliy 
authorised  to  affix  the  seal  of  the  company  to  all  instruments 
which  they  deem  requisite  for  giving  full  effect  to  this  resolution." 

No  loan  could  be  obtained,  and  in  April,  1866,  the  overdrawing 
having  been  increased,  Mr.  Shaw,  the  new  manager  of  the  bank, 
applied  to  the  Patent  File  Company  to  reduce  the  balance,  and  on 
the  1st  of  May  wrote  to  the  company  that  the  balance  must  not 
be  increased  before  the  special  board  meeting,  which  was  to  be 
lield  on  the  lOth  of  May.  Soon  after  this  the  managers  had  an 
interview,  and  j\Ir.  Shaw  said  that  security  would  be  required. 
On  the  10th  the  directors  resolved  that  their  solicitors  should  be 
authorised  to  give  a  mortgage,  by  deposit  of  the  title-deeds  of 
the  property  on  which  the  business  of  the  Patent  File  Company 
was  carried  on.  This  was  completed  on  the  30th  of  May,  and  the 
deeds  were  deposited,  with  a  memorandum  of  deposit,  under  the 
seal  of  the  company,  making  them  a  security  for  what  should  be 
due  to  the  bank  to  the  extent  not  exceeding  X 2.5,000.  At  this 
time  more  than  £23,000  was  due,  and  the  property  in  the  secur- 
ity was  estimated  as  worth  about  £35,000. 

In  October,  1866,  a  petition  for  winding  up  the  Patent  File 
Company  was  presented  by  a  creditor,  but  stood  over ;  and  on  the 
13th  of  December,  1866,  a  resolution  was  passed  for  the 
[*  86]  voluntary  *  winding-up  of  the  company.  The  petition 
afterwards  came  on  for  hearing,  and  on  the  r2th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1867,  an  order  was  made  for  continuing  the  voluntary 
winding-up  under  supervision. 

The  property,  the  title-deeds  of  which  had  been  deposited,  hav- 
ing been  sold  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  without  prejudice 
to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company 
applied  to  have  the  proceeds  paid  to  them,  and  the  liquidator 
took  out  a  cross  summons  to  have  the  equitable  mortgage  de- 
clared void.  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  held  that  the  security  was 
valid. 

From  this  decision  the  liquidator  appealed. 

Mr.  Hardy,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Locock  Webli,  for  the  a])pellant:  — 

This  was  a  fraudulent  preference,  and  therefore  void  under  tlie 
Companies  Act,  sect.  164.  It  was  also  bad,  as  a  conveyance  in 
fraud  of  creditors.  Woodhouse  v.  Murray,  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  634 ; 
36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  289;   Er  parte,  Fn:rh>,,  L.  R,  3  Ch.  515;  Goodricke 
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V.  Taylor,  2  H.  &  M.  380  ;  2  D.  J.  &  S.  i;;5  ;  Apart  from  these 
grounds  the  mortgage  is  bad,  as  bemg  ultra  vires.  Scott  v.  Colhurn,. 
26  Beav.  276  ;  28  L.  J.Ch.  635 ;  Australian  Auxiliari/  Steam  ClijjjJcr 
Com'pany  v.  Mounsey,  4  K.  &  J.  733 ;  27  L.  J.  Ch.  729  ;  In  re  lans 
of  Court  Hotel  Compaiiy,-'L.  R.,6  Eq.  82  ;  37  L.  J.  Ch.  692  ;  Baternan 
V.  Mid-Wales  Railway  Company,  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  499;  35  L.  J.  C.  P. 
205  ;  In  re  Peruvian  Railways  Company,  L.  E.,  2  Ch.  617  ;  36  L.  J. 
Ch.  865.  The  case  of  Athenceum  Life  Assurance  Society  v.  Pooley, 
1  Giff.  102,  114;  3  De  G.  &  J.  294;  28  L.  J.  Ch.  119,  is  strongly  in 
our  favour.  The  express  powers  of  mortgaging  given  by  the 
articles  and  the  resolution  negative  by  implication  any  other 
power  of  mortgaging,  even  if  the  directors  would  otherwise  have 
had  it,  which  we  contend  they  would  not,  mortgaging  property 
being  no  ordinary  incident  to  the  carrying  on  business  of  this 
nature.  Now  the  express  power  extends  only  to  a  mortgage  to 
obtain  money,  not  to  a  mortgage  for  a  pre-existing  debt. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.  C.  and  Mr.  Chitty,  contra,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  X  :  — 

This  case  appears  to  me  one  of  the  simplest  description.  The 
company  is  a  body  corporate,  and  by  the  law  of  England 
a  body  *  corporate  can  hold  property  and  dispose  of  it  as  [*  87] 
freely  as  an  individual,  unless  it  is  specially  prohibited 
from  so  doing.  In  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  this  company 
I  can  find  nothing  to  prevent  the  company  quSi  company  from 
pledging  part  of  its  property  for  payment  of  a  debt  incurred  in 
the  course  of  its  business.  It  is  equally  plain  that,  under  these 
articles,  the  directors  can  do  anything  which  the  company  could 
do,  vmless  it  is  an  act  which  they  are  specially  prohibited  from 
doing.  I  can  find  nothing  in  the  memorandum  or  articles  to 
prevent  the  directors  from  making  the  best  terms  they  can  with 
a  creditor  of  the  company  by  selling  or  pledging  part  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company.  No  doubt,  a  dispo'sition  of  the  property 
by  the  directors  might  be  void  in  equity  if  it  were  contrary  to 
the  objects  of  the  company ;  the  directors  would  then  be  re- 
strained from  doing  the  act,  as  being  an  abuse  of  their  fiduciary 
position.  But  in  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  company  from  making  such  an  arrangement  as  this  with  a 
creditor,  nor  is  there  anything  to  prevent  the  directors  from 
doing  so. 
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There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  this  is  a  case  of  fraudulent 
preference.  The  bank  required  security.  The  directors  cannot 
he  supposed  to  have  had  any  particuhir  affection  for  the  bank, 
but'  they  wanted  accommodation  from  the  bank,  and  so  they  gave 
the  security  required.  They  mortgaged  property  worth  £35,000 
for.  .£25,000,  so  it  was  not  a  security  exhausting  the  property, 
and  it  was  not  tendered  by  the  debtor,  but  asked  for  by  the 
creditor. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  question  of  fraudulent 
preference,  the  case  is  perfectly  clear.  The  security  was  given  in 
consequence  of  a  demand  by  the  creditor,  and  not  only  so,  but 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  a  winding-up  of  the  company  was 
then  contemplated.  On  the  contrary,  the  directors  intended  to 
go  on,  and  thought  that  by  raising  money,  they  could  retrieve  the 
affairs  of  the  company.  It  was  next  urged  that  this  security  was 
void,  because  it  was  a  pledging  the  entire  property  of  the  company 
in  such  a  way  that,  if  done  by  an  individual,  it  would  have  been 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  answer  to  this  is  twofold.  First,  that 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  Companies  Act  that  every  trans- 
[*  88]  action  *  which  in  the  case  of  an  individual  would  be 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  shall  be  void  as  against  creditors ; 
and  the  Legislature  appears  designedly  to  have  omitted  any 
enactment  of  that  kind,  Secondly,  this  is  not  a  mortgage  of 
tlie  whole  property  of  the  company,  for  the  shares  were  not  fully 
paid  up. 

The  third  objection  is  the  only  one  that  could  raise  any  serious 
doubt,  namely,  whether  a  joint  stock  company  of  this  kind  can 
raise  money  or  give  security  for  a  past  debt  by  deposit  of  title- 
deeds.  It  was  urged  that  no  company  can  mortgage  unless 
expressly  authorised  to  do  so.  Now,  the  company  has  property 
which  it  is  authorised  to  deal  with,  and  I  should  say  that  the  true 
rule  is  just  the  contrary,  namely,  that  the  company  can  mortgage 
unless  expressly  prohi1)ited  from  doing  so.  The  43rd  section  of 
the  Act  appears  to  recognise  the  creation  of  mortgages  as  an 
ordinary  incident  to  a  company.  The  memorandum  in  the  pres- 
ent case  mentions  as  a  purpose  of  the  company,  the  "disposing 
of"  its  landed  property.  Tlie  articles  give  to  the  directors  the 
whole  powers  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
articles  and  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  and  I  cannot  find  any- 
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—  Notes. 

thing  either  in  the  Act,  or  the  articles,  to  prohibit  their  making  a 
mortgage  by  deposit.  It  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  most  undesir- 
able to  lay  down  a  rule  that  no  joint  stock  company  can  raise 
money  in  this  way.  A  mortgage  by  deposit  is  the  kind  of  secur- 
ity most  usually  given  by  mercantile  men  to  bankers,  and  such  a 
rule  would  seriously  cripple  joint  stock  companies  in  their  business 
transactions.  There  being  nothing  in  the  articles  to  prohibit  the 
giving  such  a  security,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  company  can  give 
it  as  well  for  a  past  debt  as  for  a  future  one.  In  fact,  the  case 
is  stronger  in  favour  of  a  security  for  a  past  debt,  as  it  would  be 
absurd  to  say  that  a  company  has  not  power  to  pay  past  debts ; 
and  if  so,  why  should  it  l)e  debarred  from  giving  security,  which  is 
one  way  of  applying  its  property  in  payment  of  its  debts  ? 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  principal  case,  and  particularly  the  judgment  of  Mellish,  L.  J., 
is  cited  by  Malins,  V.  C,  in  Re  The  General  Provident  Assurance 
Company,  ex  parte  The  National  Bank  (1872),  L.  E,.,  14  Eq.  507,  41 
L.  J.  Ch.  823,  27  L.  T.  433,  20  W.  R.  939;  and  upon  the  point  of 
mortgaging  property  for  a  past  debt,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  part- 
nership, by  North,  J.,  in  Re  Clowjh,  Bradford  Banking  Company 
V.  Cure  (1885),  31  Ch.  D.  324,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  77,  53  L.  T.  716,  34  W. 
E.  96. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Unless  prohibited  by  its  charter  a  corporation  has  power  to  mortgage  its 
lands  for  corporate  purposes.  England  v.  Dearborn,  141  Massachusetts,  590 ; 
Shmo  V.  Bill,  95  United  States,  10 ;  State  v.  Rice,  65  Alabama,  8-3 ;  Watts' 
Appeal,  78  Pennsylvania  State,  370;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  Xew  York,  9; 
ParisTi  v.  Wheeler,  22  Xew  York,  494;  Phillips  v.  Winslmv,  18  B.  Monroe 
(Kentucky),  i?>l ;  68  Am.  Dec.  729;  West  v.  Madison  Agr.  Board,  82  Illinois, 
205;  Pierce  v.  Emery,  32  New  Hampshire,  484;  Will  ink  v.  Morris  Canal  Co., 
3  Green  Chancery  (New  Jersey),  377;  Washington  Bank  v.  Cont.  L.  I.  Co.,  41 
Ohio  State,  1 ;  Wright  v.  Hughes,  119  Indiana.  324 ;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  412 ;  Cnmrs. 
V,  Atlantic,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  77  North  Carolina,  289;  Lehigh  Valleij  Coal  Co.  v.  We.^t 
D.  Ag.  Works,  63  Wisconsin,  45;  Booth  v.  Robinson,  55  IMaryland,  419 ;  Leg- 
gett  V.  N.  J.  M.  Sf  B.  Co.,  1  Saxton  Chancery  (New  Jersey),  .541 ;  23  Am. 
Dec.  728;  Love  v.  Sierra,  ^c.  Co.,  .32  California,  639;  91  Am.  Dec.  602;  War- 
field  Howell  §•  Co.  V.  Marshall  C.   C.  Co.,  72  Iowa,  666;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  263. 

But  according  to  the  weight  of  authority  a  corporation  may  not  mortgage 

its  franchises.      Thomas  v.  Railroad,  101  United  States,  71  ;    Com.  v.  Smith,  10 

Allen  (Mass.),  448;  87  Am.  Dec.  672;  Susquehanna  Bridge,  Sfc.  Co.  v.  General 

Jns.  Co.,  3  Maryland,  .305;  .56  Am.  Dec.  740;    Carpenter  v.  Black  Mining  Co., 
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65  New  York,  4:5 ;  Atkinson  v.  Mxrietta,  ifc.  R.  Co.,  Lj  ( )liio  State,  21  ;  Pierce  v. 
Emery,  32  Xew  liaiiipshii'e,  -184 ;  Stewart's  Apjieal,  5(3  Pennsylvania  State.41:i ; 
Arthur  v.  Com.,  ^r.  Bank,  0  Smedes  &  Marshall  (Mississippi),  394;  48  Am. 
Dec.  719;  Ste.ioart  v.  Jones,  4U  Missouri,  140.  In  Blacky.  Delaware,  Sj-c.  Canal 
Co.,  22  Xew  Jersey  Equity,  130,  it  was  said  that  "■  It  may  be  considered  as 
settled  that  a  corporation  cannot  lease  or  alien  any  franchise,  or  any  property 
necessary  to  perform  its  obligations  to  the  State,  without  legislative  authoj'- 
ity,"  So  a  corporation  may  not  transfer  all  its  property  to  another  coi- 
poration  w'ithout  i:iaying  all  its  debts.  Hiberniu  /ns.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  &x.  T.  Co.. 
13  Federal  Reporter,  516. 

But  see  to  the  contrary,  Sheplei/  v.  Railroad,  55  Maine,  395;   Bardstoivn  R. 
Co.  V.  Metcalfe,  4  Metcalfe   (Kentucky),  199;   81   Am.    Dec.  541;    Bank   of 
Middlehury  v.  Edgerton,  30  Vermont,  182  ;  Kennebec,  §t.  R.  Co.  v.  Portland,  ^'c. 
R.  Co.,  59  Maine,  9. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  supra,  the  court  observed :  "  But  in  the  case  of  a 
railroad  company  created  for  the  express  and  sole  piirpose  of  constructiri<;-, 
owning,  and  managing  a  railroad;  authorised  to  take  land  for  this  public 
pui'pose  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain ;  whose  powers  are  to  be  exercised 
by  officers  expressly  designated  by  statute ;  having  public  duties,  the  dis- 
charge of  which  is  the  leading  object  of  its  creation  ;  required  to  mak<^ 
returns  to  the  Legislature;  there  are  certainly  great,  and  in  our  opinion,  ir- 
superable  objections  to  the  doctrine  that  its  franchise  can  be  alienated,  and 
its  power  and  privileges  conferred  by  its  own  act  upon  another  jierson  or 
body  without  authority  other  than  that  derived  from  the  fact  of  its  own 
incorporation.  The  franchise  to  be  a  corporation  clearly  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred by  any  corporate  body  of  its  own  free  will.  Such  a  franchise  is  not  in 
its  own  nature  transmissible.  The  power  to  mortgage  can  only  be  coexten- 
sive with  the  power  to  alienate  absolutely,  because  every  mortgage  may  be- 
come an  absolute  conveyance  by  foreclosure,  and  although  the  franchise  to 
exist  as  a  corporation  is  distinguishable  from  the  franchise  to  be  used  and 
enjoyed  by  the  corporation  after  its  creation,  yet  the  transfer  of'  the  latter 
differs  essentially  from  mere  alienation  of  ordinary  coi-porate  property.  Tlie 
right  of  a  railroad  company  to  continue  in  being  depends  upon  the  pei-form- 
ance  of  its  public  duties.  Having  once  established  its  road,  if  that  and  the 
franchise  of  managing,  using,  and  taking  tolls  or  fares  upon  the  same  are 
alienated,  its  whole  power  to  perform  its  most  important  functions  are  at  an 
end.  A  manufacturing  company  may  sell  its  mill  and  buy  another ;  but  a 
railroad  company  cannot  make  a  new  ruihoad  at  its  pleasure." 

The  contrary  doctrine  is  thus  stated  in  Shepley  \.  Rai'road.  supra:  •■  "We 
confess  that  the  contrary  doctrine  seems  to  us  little  better  than  practical 
repudiation,  and  not  supported  by  reasons  sufficiently  weighty  to  commend  it 
to  our  judgment.  The  whole  argument  seems  to  have  no  greater  force  than 
this,  that  it  is  dangerous  to  the  public  interests  to  have  the  powers  and  privi- 
leges conferred  l)y  a  railroad  franchise  transferred  from  the  original  corpor- 
ators to  a  new  body.  But  when  we  consider  how  little  importance  is  attached 
to  the  persons  of  the  original  corporators,  how  soon  death  must  and  other 
circumstances  may  remove  them  from  all  participation  in  the  affaii's  of  the 
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road,  how  cou.stantly  those  who  have  tlie  active  mauageiuent  of  it  are  in  fact 
being  charged,  we  shall  see  how  little  practical  merit  this  argument  has.  At 
the  beginning,  the  corporators  undoubtedly  have  a  controlling  influence,  but 
afterwards  the  directors  are  elected  by  the  stockholders,  and  are  often  changed. 
Is  there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  if  a  mortgage  should  by  foreclosure  trans- 
fer the  franchise  to  new  hands,  as  capable  men  would  not  be' appointed  to 
manage  the  road  as  before?  Would  not  the  bondholders  be  as  interested  and 
capable  of  appointing  suitable  managers  as  the  stockholders  ?  Does  any  one 
fear  that  the  public  interest  would  not  be  as  safe  with  the  former  as  the 
latter?  Why  then  is  it  dangerous  to  the  public  interests  to  allow  such  a 
transfer  ?  "  The  argument  "  seems  to  us  to  have  little  to  commend  it  and 
much  to  condemn  it." 

The  same  substantial  doctrine  is  strongly  expressed  in  Bardsluwn,  Sfc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Metcalfe,  supra.  The  court  say :  "  We  do  not  suppose  that  the  appellant 
could  mortgage  its  corporate  existence  or  any  prerogative  franchise  conferred 
on  it.  But  the  right  to  build  and  use  a  railroad  is  not  a  prerogative  franchise. 
...  Ill  the  absence  of  any  positive  law  upon  the  subject,  our  opinion  is  that  au 
individual  has  as  much  right  to  build  a  raihoad  over  his  own  land,  or  the 
land  of  others  with  their  consent,  as  he  has  to  build  a  stage  or  a  wagon,  and 
as  much  right  to  use  the  former  as  the  latter  in  carrying  freight  and  passen- 
gers for  pay.  ...  A  single  person,  by  purchasing  all  the  stock,  can  control  the 
road  as  completely  as  if  he  owned  it  individually.  A  purchaser  under  its 
mortgage  would  take  the  road  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  charter  designed  to 
protect  the  public,  and  would  be  bound  thereby  as  fully  as  the  corporation  is. 
.  .  .  Every  argument  against  allowing  the  appellant  to  mortgage  its  road  applies 
with  equal  force  against  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  control  itj  with  per- 
haps the  additional  argument  that  a  receiver  would  not  be  personally  liable, 
like  a  purchaser,  as  a  common  carrier." 

If  the  mortgage  is  valid  in  part,  it  is  not  rendered  invalid  because  it  purports 
to  cover  the  franchises.  Carpenter  v.  Black  Hawk  G.  M.  Co.,  do  New  York, 
43,  50.  —  "  Hence  this  mortgage,  so  far  as  it  purports  to  convey  the  franchises 
of  the  company,  is  simply  inoperative."  The  trustees  therein  named  could 
not  seU  and  give  title  to  the  franchises,  and  there  was  no  occasion  for  any 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity  to  prevent  such  an  attempted  sale." 
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RULE. 

A  COMPANY  formed  under  the  Companies  Acts  may  issue 
debentures  at  a  discount. 


r)7fi  CORPOKATION.  —  I'.U;T    III. 


Ho.  35.  —  In  re  Compagnie  Generale  de  Bellegarde  (Campbell's  Case),  4  Ch.  D.  470,  471. 
In  re  Compagnie  Generale  de  Bellegarde  (Campbell's  Case). 

4  Ch.   1).  470-47"). 

[4  70]      Directors,  with  borrowiug   powers,   issued  debentures  at  7-^  per  cent, 
discount.     Some  of  the  debentures  having  been  taken  by  a  director:  — 
Held,  that  the  issue  oi  debentures  at  a  disct)unt  was  not  illegal :  and  that  the 
director  was  not  liable  to  the  company  for  the  difference  between  92^  per  cent 
and  par. 

Adjourned  Summons. 

Among  the  articles  of  association  of  the  Compagnie  Gdn^rale 
de   Bellegarde,  Limited,  were  the  following :  — 

"  16.  The  directors  may  from  time  to  time  borrow  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  £200,000,  and,  with 
the  sanction  of  the  company  in  general  meeting,  may  borrow  such 
further  sum  or  sums  of  money,  so  that  the  whole  debt  for  the 
time  being,  of  the  company  in  respect  of  borrowed  capital  does 
not  exceed  in  amount  the  nominal  value  of  the  capital  for  the 
time  being  of  the  company. 

"  17.  The  repayment  of  any  money  borrowed  as  aforesaid,  and 
of  the  interest  thereon,  may  be  secured  by  mortgage  of  all  or 
any  part  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  company,  or  by  bonds, 
debentures,  promissory  notes,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  the 
directors  may  think  'expedient." 

In    the   year    1872,  the    directors    resolved   to   borrow 
[*  471]  £90,000    by    *"  mortgage    obligations;"    and  a    prospec- 
tus, of  which  a  printed  copy  was  exhibited  by  the  official 
liquidator,  but  the  issue  of  which  was   not  regularly  proved,  and 
not  admitted,  contained  these  statements :  — 

"The  company  .  .  .  are  prepared  to  receive  applications  for 
1000  Mortgage  Obligation  Certificates  of  Series  A,  of  tlie  value  of 
<£20  (.")00  francs)  each,  and  700  Certificates  of  Series  B,  of  the 
value  of  £100  (2.500  francs)  each. 

"  The  certificates  will  be  issued  at  par,  X5  per  cent,  being  pay- 
able on  application,  £20  per  cent,  on  allotment,  and  the  remainder 
by  three  equal  monthly  instalments.  .  .  . 

"  The  certificates  will  carry  interest  at  tlie  rate  of  £7  per  cent, 
per  annum."  .... 

Finding  that  they  were  unable  to  place  the  debentures  at  par, 
the  directors  proceeded  to  issue  bonds  to  the  ])ul)lic  at  £92  lO.s. 
pr'r  cent.     Of  the  bonds  so  issued,  several  of  the  directors  took 
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some ;  and  among  others,  a  director  named  William  Orr  Campbell 
took  one  set  of  bonds  of  the  nominal  value  of  £1820,  for  which 
he  paid  £1221,  being  at  the  rate  of  92|  per  cent.,  and  also  another 
set  of  the  nominal  value  of  £680,  for  which  he  paid  £529,  being 
at  the  same  rate. 

In  the  company's  books  an  account  was  drawn  out  between  the 
company  and  Mr.  Campbell,  in  which  he  was  credited  with  pay- 
ment of  the  £1320  in  full,  and  debited  with  the  sum  of  £99 
under  the  entry  "  Commission  on  mortgage  obligations,"  in  respect 
of  one  purchase ;  and  in  respect  of  the  other  was  credited  with 
payment  of  the  £680  in  full,  and  debited  with  £51  on  the  other 
side   of  the  account,  under  an  entry  in  similar  terms. 

The  company  having  been,  on  the  15th  of  January,  1876, 
ordered  to  be  wound  up,  the  official  liquidator  now  took  out  a 
summons  that  Mr.  Campbell  might  be  ordered  to  pay  over  to 
him  these  two  sums  of  £99  and  £51. 

The  official  liquidator's  affidavit  in  support  stated  the  effect 
of  the  entries  in  the  books  to  be,  that  Mr.  Campbell  "  received 
or  was  allowed"  the  two  sums  of  £99  and  £51,  "by  way  of  com- 
mission or  discount  on  the  mortgage  obligation  certificates  issued 
to  him." 

In  answer,  it  was  stated  that  "  the  Taonds  were  all  ac- 
tually issued  *  at  £92  10s.  per  cent,  as  an  inducement  to  [*  472] 
the  public  to  take  them. 

In  reply,  the  official  liquidator  said,  it  appeared  from  the  books 
that  bonds  to  the  value  of  £100  were  issued  to  Messrs.  Stuart, 
and  £240  to  one  Salisbury  Ball,  "without  any  such  allowance 
being  made." 

It  turned  out  that  these  were  the  only  instances  in  which 
bonds  had  been  issued  on  other  terms  than  at  7|  discount. 

The  case  was  taken  as  representative  of  several  others. 

Sir  H.  Jackson,  Q.  C,  and  Terrell,  for  the  official  liquidator :  — 

A  director  is  not  allowed  to  make  or  retain  any  commission  out 
of  the  funds  of  a  company.  Stringer's  Case,  L.  R,  4  Ch.  475; 
Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  165. 

Without  relying  on  the  154th  section  of  the  Act,  which  makes 
the  books  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  truth  of  all  matters  pur- 
porting to  be  therein  recorded,  we  say  that  whether  these  sums 
be  called  discount  or  commission  makes  no  difference,  inasmuch 
as  the  books  are  evidence  against  the  director. 
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The  company,  after  having  published  the  prospectus,  had  no 
power  to  issue  deTientures  except  at  par.  Even  if  they  had  power 
to  issue  delientures  at  a  discount  to  the  public,  it  was  illegal  to 
issue  them  at  a  discount  to  a  director.  Imperial  Mercantile 
Credit  Association  v.   Culeman,  L.  E.,  6  H.  L.  189. 

Assuming  that  the  company  is  right  in  claiming  these  suras 
from  Mr.  Campbell,  there  is  no  set-off  of  these  sums  against  any 
debt  of  the  company  to  Mr.  Campbell.  These  sums  are  moneys 
of  the  company  in  Mr.  Campbell's  hands.  He  is  not  a  debtor 
in  respect  of  them. 

By  the  98th  section,  there  is  imposed  upon  the  assets  of  the 
company,  wherever  they  may  be  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up,  a 
trust  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the  liabilities  of  the  company ; 
per  Lord  Cairns  L.  C,  in  Delhi  Bank  Case,  Alb.  Arb.,  15  Sol.  J. 
923,  924 ;  and  see  Parlbijs  Case,  Eeilly's  Alb.  Arb.  Cas.  48.  In 
Gloacjs  Case,  Eur.  Arb.  Cas.,  Law  Times  Eep.  82 ;  17 
[*  473]  Sol.  .T.  534,  Lord  Westbury  held  that  *  the  liquidator 
was  entitled  to  sue  at  once  for  a  sum  advanced  by  the 
insurance  company  to  one  of  the  policy-holders. 

The  10th  section  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1875,  by  importing  into 
winding-up  proceedings  the  rules  in  bankruptcy,  for  the  first  time 
admits  into  winding-up  proceedings  a  mutual  credit  clause.  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1869,  s.  39.  But  a  mutual  credit  and  debt  clause  will 
not  apply  to  a  case  like  this,  where,  according  to  Lord  Cairns  and 
Lord  Westbury,  the  money  is  not  a  debt,  but  assets  of  the  com- 
pany outstanding. 

Kay,  Q.  C,  and  W.  Eenshaw,  for  Mr.  Campbell :  — 

The  articles  empowered  the  directors  to  borrow  in  certain  ways, 
"or  in  such  other  manner  as  the  directors  may  think  expedient ; " 
and  that  directors  may,  by  resolution  properly  carried,  issue 
debentures  at  less  than  par,  appears  from  In  re  Anrjlo  BanvMan 
l^team  Navigation  and  Colliery  Company,  L.  E.,  20  Eq.  339,  and  In 
re  Regents    Canal  Iromvorks   Company,   3  CI).  I).   4/). 

Why  should  all  the  world  be  at  liberty  to  take  these  deben- 
tures, except  the  directors  ?  The  whole  issue  was  taken  up  at 
92^,  except  in  the  two  instances  referred  to  by  the  official 
liquidator. 

Then  as  to  the  set-off.  Putting  it  at  the  highest,  Mr.  Campbell 
is  liable  only  for  moneys  had  and  received.  But  in  this  instance 
no  money  was  received  by  Mr.  Campbell.      The  books,  no  doubt, 
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debit  him  with  £99  and  £51 ;  that  is,  they  credit  him  with  £100 
per  cent.,  and  debit  him  with  TJ,  per  cent,  but  in  truth,  he  paid 
only  92 tl  per  cent.,  like  everybody  else.  That  is  a  mere  matter  of 
book-keeping. 

The  dicta  of  Judges  in  cases  under  statutory  arbitration  are  not 
authorities.  But  taking  the  judgments  as  reported,  all  Lord 
Cairns  and  Lord  Westbury  meant  was,  that  you  cannot  set  off  a 
debt  payable  at  a  future  day  against  a  debt  presently  payable. 

Sir  H.  Jackson,  in  reply. 

Bacon,  V.  C.  :— 

This  case,  in  one  point  of  view,  is  of  importance,  because  it  has 
been  argued  as  if  it  fell  within  the  principle  which  the 
Courts  *  of  equity  have  always  adhered  to,  not  to  permit    [*  474] 
an  agent,  or  director,  or  any  person  in  a  fiduciary  charac- 
ter, and  having  power  and   influence  in  the  concern,  to  make  a 
profit  by  his  dealings  with  the  concern. 

But  the  fact  that  any  profit  was  made  I  find  to  be  wholly  want- 
ing in  this  case.  There  was  no  profit.  The  directors  publish  a 
prospectiis,  in  which  they  say,  "  We  are  going  to  issue  bonds  at 
par. "  It  is  all  very  well  to  say  so,  but  when  they  come  to  issue 
these  bonds,  people  will  not  take  them  at  par.  AVliat  are  they  to 
do?  They  find  they  cannot  place  them  at  par,  and  they  sell  them 
on  the  best  terms  they  can,  and,  except  in  the  two  particular 
cases  mentioned,  they  issue  all  these  debentures  on  the  same  terms 
as  those  on  which  the  debentures  taken  by  Mr.  Campbell  were 
issued.  What  is  there  unlawful  in  that  ?  What  is  there  to  pre- 
vent the  directors  buying  on  the  same  terms  as  other  people  ?  The 
case,  when  examined,  does  not  fall  within  the  principle  upon 
which  the  application  is  made.  The  section  of  the  Companies 
Act,  which  has  been  referred  to,  is  really  wide  of  the  present  case. 
That  section  compels  restitution  from  directors  when  they  shall 
have  misapplied  or  retained  in  their  own  hands,  or  become  liable 
or  accountable  for,  any  moneys  of  the  company.  Bx^t,  in  this 
instance,  when  did  the  difference  between  par  and  92|  per  cent, 
ever  become  the  money  of  the  company  ?  It  was  money  which 
they  never  received,  and  which  was  never  theirs.  The  section 
proceeds,  "  or  has  been  guilty  of  any  misfeasance  or  breach  of  trust 
in  relation  to  tlie  company.  "  What  misfeasance  or  breach  of 
trust  was  Mr.  Campbell  guilty  of  in  advancing  to  the  company, 
on  exactly  the  same  terms  as  everybody  else,  money  which  they 
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were  in  want  of  ?  It  was  not  money  for  wliicli  he  had  become 
lialile  or  accountable.  The  company's  books  have  been  kept,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  in  the  proper  and  regular  way.  It  is  necessary 
for  book-keeping  purposes  that  there  should  be  entered  on  the 
credit  side  of  the  ledger  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  the  debentures- 
representing  the  debt  due  from  the  company.  Then  the  company 
debit  the  amount  unpaid,  and  whether  that  amount  be  called  com- 
mission or  discount,  the  true  nature  of  the  transaction  cannot  l)e 
obscured.  The  directors  did  that  which  it  was  lawful  for  them  to 
do.  They  issued  debentures  at  a  certain  discount.  Mr. 
[*  475]  Campbell  took  them  *  as  other  people  took  them,  and 
paid  his  money  for  them.  He  derived  no  sort  of  profit 
from  them.  The  advantage,  if  any,  was  all  on  the  side  of  the 
company. 

Something  has  been  said  about  the  conduct  of  the  official 
liquidator.  Mr.  Campbell,  in  his  affida^•it,  states  this  fact,  which 
is  uncontradicted,  and  not  capable  of  being  contradicted  now,  that 
it  appears  that  these  debentures  were  issued  on  the  same  terms  to 
everybody,  except  in  the  two  instances  mentioned,  and  then  the 
official  liquidator  —  not  well  advised,  I  think  —  says,  "  They  were 
not  issued  on  the  same  terms  to  all,  for  there  are  two  instances  in 
which  they  were  issued  on  different  terms. "  There  is  nothing  of 
any  real  weight  in  this,  and  the  official  liquidator  was,  I  think, 
ill  advised  in  bringing  this  forward  to  justify  his  original  state- 
ment, that  Mr.  Campljell  had  derived  a  benefit  from  the  trans- 
action, which  was  inconsistent  with  his  duty  to  the  company  as  a 
director.  In  my  opinion  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  tlie 
suggestion. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  say  anything  about  the  set-oft*; 
V)ut  T  have  no  doubt  that  there  is  a  set-off  in  this  case.  Sir 
Henry  Jackson  reminds  me  that  by  the  section  in  the  Judicature 
Act  of  1875  to  which  he  referred,  the  rules  of  l)ankruptcy  for  the 
time  being  are  introduced  into  winding-u]>  ]>roceedings,  and 
although  the  Companies  Acts  of  1862  and  1867  contain  no  section 
about  mutual  debts  and  credits,  the  mutual  credits  section  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (section  39)  is  now,  by  the  10th  section  of 
the  Judicature  Act  of  1875,  made  applical)le  in  the  winding-up  of 
a  company.  But  that  consideration  forms  no  ingredient  in  my 
judgment. 

The  summons  must  be  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the 
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official  liquidator;  the  official  liquidator  to  have  his  costs  out  of 
the  estate. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

This  judgment  i.s  cited  by  Lord  Justice  Lindley  in  Webb  v.  Shrop- 
shire Railways  Company,  No.  15,  p.  382,  ante,  as  a  decision  of  authority, 
iind  as  one  which  would  equally  apply  to  a  conqmny  constituted  by 
i^pecial  Act  incorporating  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
1S45,  as  to  one  constituted  under  the  Companies  Act  1862.  The  cases 
of  Webb  V.  Shropshire  RaUivays  Comiwny,  and  Ooregum  Gold  Mining 
Company  of  India  v.  Roper,  No.  33,  p.  644,  ante,  when  read  along 
with  the  principal  case,  appear  to  exhaust  the  question  of  power  to 
issue  capital  at  a  discount. 


Section  V.  —  Winding  up. 

No.  36.  — In  KE  MATHESON   BROTHEES    LIMITED. 
(CH.  D.  1884.) 

No.  37.  —  In  re  LLOYD   GENERALE   ITALI ANO. 
(cH.  D.  1885.) 

RULE. 

There  is  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  a  foreign  company, 
which  has  a  branch  office  in  England,  under  the  Compa- 
nies Acts  ;  but  there  is  no  jurisdiction  so  to  do,  where  the 
foreign  company  has  carried  on  business  in  England  by 
means  of  agents,  but  has  had  no  branch  in  that  country. 

In  re  Matheson  Brothers  Limited. 

27  Ch.  D.  225-231  (s.  c.  .51  L.  T.  Ill ;  32  W.  R.  846). 

Compamj.  — Branch-Office.  — Jurisdiction. 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  under  sect.  199  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  [225] 
to  wind  up  an  lun-ecistered  joint  stock  company,  formed,  and  having  its 
principal  place  of  business  in  New  Zealand,  but  having  a  branch  office,  agent, 
assets,  and  liabilities  in  England. 

The  pendency  of  a  foreign  liquidation  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  to  make  a  winding-up  order,  in  respect  of  the  company  under  such  liquida- 
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tiuii,  although  the  Court  will  as  a  matter  of  iuteruatioual  fomity  have  rcard  to 
the  order  of  the  foreign  Court. 

It  being  alleged  that  proceedings   to  wind  U})  the  company  were    pending 
iu  New  Zealand,  the  Court,   in  order  to  secure  the  English  assets  until  pro- 

ceedings  should  be  taken  by  the  New  Zealand  liquidators  to  inak.- 
[*22CJ      them  *  available  for  the  English  creditors  imri  passu  with  those  iu 

New  Zealand,  Sanctioned  the  acceptance  of  an  undertaking  by  tlie 
solicitor  for  the  English  agent  (jf  the  company,  that  the  English  assets  should 
remain  in  statu  quo  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court. 


Petition. 

This  was  a  creditor's  winding-up  petition.  The  company  was 
formed  in  New  Zealand,  and  registered  under  the  Companies  Act, 
1862,  of  the  Legislature  of  New  Zealand,  but  not  under  the  Com- 
panies Acts  of  this  country. 

Its  registered  office  was  at  Dunedin  in  New  Zealand,  and  its 
primary  object  was  to  carry  on  business  in  New  Zealand,  where 
its  shareholders  and  also  its  creditors  were  mostly  resident,  and 
where  the  bulk  of  its  assets  were  situate. 

The  company  had,  however,  a  branch  office  in  Basinghall 
Street,  and  a  managing  director  and  agent  in  London,  one  Mr. 
M.  J.  Hart,  and  it  had  done  business  in  London,  and  had  con- 
tracted liabilities  in  England  to  the  extent  of  about  £5t)00. 

The  English  assets  of  the  company  consisted  of  a  sum  of  £150 
at  its  bankers,  and  certain  office  furniture  and  fittinas  in  Basinohall 
Street. 

It  was  stated  that  proceedings  to  wind  up  the  company  were 
pending  in  the  Courts  of  New  Zealand,  and  that  liquidators  had 
been  appointed  there,  although  no  authority  to  act  in  their  name 
had  been  received  by  Mr.  Hart. 

Hastings,  Q.  C. ,  and  Seward  Brice,  for  the  petitioner :  — 

It  is  settled  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  a  windini^- 
up  order  in  respect  of  a  foreign  company  having  an  agent  and  an 
office  in  England.  In  re  Commercial  Bank  of  India,  L.  R. ,  6  Eq. 
517;  In  re  Union  Bank  of  Calcutta,  3  De  G.  &  Snr.  253. 

It  is 'alleged  that  there  is  a  liquidation  pending  in  New  Zealand, 
but  there  are  assets  here,  and  another  creditor  is  suing  the  com- 
pany in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  and  may  seize  those  as- 
sets. They  should  accordingly  be  protected  for  the  benefit  of  the 
general  body  of  English  creditors.  It  is  the  constant  practice 
to  have   two   administrations    going    on  at  the  same    time,    fcr 
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*  instance  one  in  France,  and  the  other  in  England,  and  [*227] 
why  not  two  liquidations  ? 

Kay,  J.  Would  not  your  object  be  gained  if  I  appointed  a 
provisional  liquidator  '( 

Kekewich,  Q.  C.  Taking  possession  of  the  assets  would  be 
objected  to. 

Kay,  J.,  then,  after  leferring  to  In  re  Imperial  Anglo-German 
Bank,  W.  N.  1872,  pp.  3,  40  ;  26  L.  T.  229,  and  In  re  Madrid 
and  Valencia  Railway  Company,  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  127,  called  upon 
the  counsel  in  opposition  to  the  petition. 

Kekewich,  Q.  C. ,  and  Haldane,  for  Mr.  Hart,  the  London 
manager  of  the  company  :  — 

Although  this  company  has  a  branch  in  London  it  is  in  fact  a 
foreign  company,  and  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  under  the 
Companies  Acts  to  wind  up  a  foreign  company,  Lindley  on 
Partnership,  4th  ed.  p.  1486 ;  Bulkeley  v.  Schutz,  L.  R ,  4  P.  C. 
764 ;  Bateman  v.  Service,  6  App.  Cas.  386 ;  In  re  Orr  Ewiny,  22 
Ch.  D.  456 ;  and  if  not,  the  Court  cannot  appoint  a  provisional 
li([uidator.  The  powers  of  the  Court  are  strictly  statutory ;  and 
in  framing  the  Companies  Acts  the  Legislature  could  only  have 
had  within  its  purview  companies  constituted  according  to  English 
law.  This  is  not  a  company  which  could  be  "  dissolved  "  under 
sect.  Ill,  and  this  shows  that  the  company  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  Act.  The  Court  may  have  a  protective  power  to 
prevent  the  assets  from  going  otherwise  than  to  the  right  hands, 
but  in  this  case  the  right  hands  are  those  of  the  liquidators 
according  to  the  domicil  (so  to  speak)  of  the  company,  who  could 
appoint  an  attorney  here  for  that  purpose. 

In  re  Commercial  Bank  of  India.,  L.  R,  6  Eq.  517,  on  which 
the  other  side  rely,  was  of  a  peculiar  character,  the  petition  was 
unopposed,  and  the  case  is  not  available  as  an  authority  for  the 
present  proposition,  Lindley  on  Partnership,  4th  ed.  p.  1233 ; 
and  in  In  re  Union  Bank  of  Calcutta,  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  253 ;  the 
Court  expressly  guarded  itself  against  deciding  the  point. 

*As  there  is  a  liquidation  pending  in  jSTew   Zealand,    [*  228] 
Mr.   Hart  no  longer  represents  the  company,  accordingly 
service  on  him  is  not  sufficient,  and  the  New  Zealand  liquidators 
ought  to  be  before  the  Court.      General  Orders,  November,  1862, 
rule  3 ;  Buckley  on  the  Companies  Acts,  4th  ed.  p.  565. 

Again,  foreign  bankruptcies  are  recognised  by  English  Courts ; 
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liohson  on  Bankruptcy,  5th  ed.  p.  503 ;  Dicey  on  Domicil, 
pp.  277-280 ;  and  by  analogy  and  on  principles  of  international 
law  and  comity,  this  Court  should  refuse  to  interfere  with  the 
liquidation  pending  in  the  colonial  Courts. 

Kay,  J.  AVill  the  petitioner  accept  the  undertaking  of  Hart's 
solicitor  that  the  English  assets  shall  not  be  removed  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

Hastings,  Q.  C.     He  will. 

Kay,  J.  :  — 

I  think  that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  a  winding-up 
order  upon  a  petition  of  this  kind,  otherwise  there  might  be  no 
means  by  which  the  English  creditors  could  obtain  payment  of 
their  debts.  In  my  opinion,  this  company  comes  within  the 
provisions  of  the  199th  section  of  the  Companies  Act  of  1862. 
That  section  provides  that,  subject  as  therein  mentioned,  "  any 
company,  except  railway  companies  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, consisting  of  more  than  seven  members,  and  not  registered 
under  this  Act,"  and  thereinafter  included  under  tlie  term 
"  unregistered  company, "  may  be  wound  up  under  the  Act ;  and 
it  provides  also  that  "  an  unregistered  company  shall,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  Court  having  jurisdiction  in  the  matter 
of  the  winding  up,  be  deemed  to  be  registered  in  that  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  where  its  principal  place  of  l)usiness  is  situate. " 

Now,  I  have  here  a  company  incorporated  or  formed  in  New 
Zealand  consisting  of  more  than  seven  members  and  not  registered 
under  that  Act.  Applying  then  the  test  in  the  section, 
[*  229]  is  this  an  *  unregistered  company  which  can  be  wound 
up  under  the  Act  ?  I  find  it  has  a  place  of  business  in 
London,  where  it  has  carried  on  business,  contracted  debts  to  the 
amount  of  about  £5000,  and  has  assets.  Its  assets  here  are,  no 
doubt,  very  small,  very  much  less  than  £5000.  But  putting 
aside  any  question  vvhicli  may  arise  by  reason  of  the  winding-up 
order  made  in  New  Zealand,  is  it  to  be  said  that  a  company 
formed  in  a  foreign  country,  which  chooses  to  carry  on  business, 
liave  assets,  and  contract  debts  in  this  country,  does  not  come 
within  the  spirit  as  it  clearly  comes  within  tlie  letter  of  the  199th 
section.  It  is  argiled  that  this  is  a  company  which  cannot  be 
"  dissolved,"  and  reference  has  been  made  to  sect.  Ill  of  the  same 
Act,  which  provides  that  when  the  affairs  of  the  company  liave 
been  completely  wound  up  the  Court  shall  make  an  order  that  the 
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company  shall  be  dissolved  from  the  date  of  such  order,  and  the 
company  shall  be  dissolved  accordingly,  and  the  contention  i« 
that  no  company  is  within  the  scope  of  this  Act  unless  the  Court 
has  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  it.  But  the  dissolution  of  a  company 
is  brought  about  by  a  separate  order  of  the  Court,  and  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  because  the  Court  has  no  power  to  make  an 
order  to  dissolve  a  company  that  it  has  no  power  to  make  an  order 
to  wind  it  up,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  wound-up  companies  very 
seldom  are  dissolved,  while  the  199th  section  of  the  Act  is  large 
enough  in  its  terms  to  include  such  a  company  as  this.  Let  us 
take  for  illustration  the  case  I  put  during  the  argument.  ,  Suppose 
a  joint  stock  company  formed  in  a  foreign  country  for  the  purpose 
of  working  a  series  of  patents,  one  of  which  is  an  English  patent, 
and  suppose  that  after  a  while  all  the  business  of  the  company 
came  to  be  carried  on  in  this  country,  all  its  debts  and  assets  came 
to  be  localized  here,  and  its  only  remaining  place  of  business 
came  to  be  situate  in  England.  Could  it  be  said  that  the  Court 
would  have  no  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  such  a  company  under  the 
199th  section  ?  Mr.  Kekewich  very  frankly  answered  that  there 
would  be  no  jurisdiction;  but  what  a  most  inconvenient  result  it 
would  be  if  all  the  assets,  all  the  business,  and,  it  may  be,  all 
the  shareholders  of  a  company  were  locally  situated  here,  and  yet 
that  company  did  not  come  within  the  Act!  That  would 
be  a  very  singular  *  construction  to  put  upon  a  section  [*  230] 
which  is  amply  large  enough  to  include  the  company  in 
letter  and  in  spirit  as  well. 

Had  it  not  been  then  for  the  fact  of  a  winding-up  order  ex- 
isting in  New  Zealand  this  Court  would  in  my  opinion  have  had 
jurisdiction  to  wind  up  this  New  Zealand  company,  having  an 
office  and  carrying  on  part  of  its  business  here  as  an  unregistered 
company  within  the  terms  of  the  199th  section. 

This  being  the  case,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  winding-up  order 
which  it  is  said  has  been  made  in  New  Zealand  ?  This  Court, 
upon  principles  of  international  comity,  would  no  doubt  have 
■great  regard  to  that  winding-up  order  and  would  be  influenced 
thereby,  but  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  a  different  question, 
and  the  mere  existence  of  a  winclmg-up  order  made  by  a  foreign 
Court  does  not  take  away  the  risht  of  the  Courts  in  this  country 
to  make  a  winding-up  order  here,  though  it  would  no  doubt 
exercise  an  influence  upon  this  Court  in  making  the  order.      Now 
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at  this  moment  there  are  no  proceedings  pending  to  secure  the 
a.ssets  here,  nor  has  any  application  been  made  to  the  courts  of 
this  Country  for  that  purpose,  and  in  the  mean  time,  however 
ready  this  Court  may  be  to  show  courtesy  to  the  Couits  of  New 
Zealand,  it  does  seem  proper  to  interfere,  and  that  sufficient  reason 
exists  for  taking  proceedings  in  order  to  secure  the  English  assets. 
Having,  therefore,  jurisdiction  to  make  a  winding-up  order,  I 
feel  myself  at  liberty  to  sanction  the  acceptance  of  the  undertak- 
ing ottered  by  Mr.  Hart.  I  have  said  thus  much  as  to  my  own 
opinion  upon  the  effect  of  the  Act.  But  there  is  the  authority  of 
III  re  Commercial  Bank  of  India,  L.  E. ,  6  Eq.  517,  in  which 
counsel  of  eminence  were  engaged  on  both  sides,  Mr.  Southgate, 
Q.  C. ,  Mr.  Bristow  e,  and  Mr.  (now  Lord  Justice)  Lindley  being 
for  the  petitioners,  and  Mr.  (now  Lord  Justice)  Baggallay  and 
Mr.  Kekewich  for  the  official  liquidator  of  the  new  company. 
There  a  joint  stock  company  formed  in  India,  registered  under 
Indian  law,  and  having  its  principal  place  of  business  in  India, 
with  an  aj^ent  and  a  branch  office  in  England,  was  ordered  to  be 
wound  up  under  the  Act  of  1862,  and  Lord  IiOMILLY  said  (L.  R. , 

6   Eq.    519) :  "  I  think    I  have  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
[*  231]  order.      If   the    company  is    not    *  wound  up  here,   these 

persons  will  not  be  able  to  get  their  money. " 
Now  that  case  was  decided  in  1868,  and  no  authority  against 
it  has  been  cited.  Certain  ohiter  dicta  in  a  case  in  which  the 
present  point  did  not  arise,  and  an  observation  in  Lord  Justice 
Lindley 's  book  on  Partnership  have  been  referred  to,  but  nothing 
amounting  to  this,  that  In  re  Commercial  Bank  of  India  was 
wrongly  decided.  That  decision  is  one  which  I  should  be  dis- 
posed to  follow,  even  if,  as  is  not  the  case,  my  own  opinion  had 
l)een  the  other  way.  I  shall  accordingly  hold  that  the  Court  has 
sufficient  jurisdiction  to  sanction  the  acceptance  of  the  midertak- 
ing,  and  if  the  undertaking  had  not  been  given  that  it  had 
sufficient  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  provisional  liquidator;  for 
I  consider  that  I  am  justified  in  taking  steps  to  secure  the  English 
assets  until  I  see  that  proceedings  are  taken  in  the  New  Zealand 
liquidation  to  make  the  English  assets  available  for  the  English 
creditors  pari  passu  with  the  creditors  in  New  Zealand. 
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In  re  Lloyd  Generale  Italiano. 

29  Ch.  D.  219-221  (s.  c.  54  L.  J.  Ch.  748  ;  33  W.  R.  728). 

Company.  —  Jurisdiction.  —  Foreign  Company.  [219] 

There  is  no  jurisdiction  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  to  wind  up  a 
foreign  company  ^Yhicll  has  carried  on  business  in  England  by  means  of 
agents,  but  which  has  no  branch  office  of  its  own  there. 

This  was  a  petition  for  the  winding-up  of  the  Lloyd  Generale 
Italiano.      The  petition  was  presented  by  the  company. 

The  company  was  established  in  1881  as  a  societe  anonyme  at 
Genoa,  and  was  authorised  by  a  royal  decree  of  the  King  of  Italy. 
It  was  not  registered  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  in  any  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom.  It  was  established  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  business  of  marine  insurance.  It  had  carried  on 
business  in  Italy,  and  also  in  England,  the  business  there  being- 
transacted  by  means  of  agents.  The  company  had  no  branch 
office  of  its  own  in  England.  There  were  a  number  of  creditors 
in  England,  but  the  company  had  no  assets  there.  On  the  15th 
of  December,  1884,  the  company,  at  a  general  meeting  held  in 
Italy,  resolved  on  a  winding-up  under  the  provisions  of  the 
articles,  and  appointed  liquidators.  The  petition  alleged  that 
the  liquidators  were  desirous  of  sending  money  at  once  to  England 
for  the  payment  of  a  dividend  to  the  English  creditors  of  the 
company,  but  that  they  could  not  safely  do  so  except  to  a 
liquidator  duly  appcnuted  in  England;  and  that  the  assets  of  the 
company  to  be  remitted  to  England  would  be  insufficient  to  pay 
the  English  creditors  in  full,  and,  if  remitted  to  an  agent  of  the 
company  not  being  a  licpiidator,  might  be  attached  in  his  hands. 
The  petition  asked  that  the  company  might  be  wound  up  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  and  1867. 

Farwell,  for  the  petitioners  :  — 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  under  sect.  199  of  the  Companies 
Act,  1862,  to  make  a  winding-up  order.  A  foreign  corporation 
can  sue  and^be  sued  in  this  country,  and  is  subject  to  all  the 
rules  of  procedure  here.  The  petitioners  in  the  present 
case  are  the  *  company.  It  is  immaterial  whether  a  [*  220] 
foreign  company  has  a  branch  office  in  this  country  or 
carries  on  business  here  by  means  of  agents.  In  re  Commercial 
Bank  of  India,  L.  R. ,  6  Eq.  517;  In  re  Matheson  Brothers,  27  Ch. 
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D.  225,  p.  681,  ante;  Princess  of  Ileuss  v.  Bos,  L.  E. ,  5  H.  L.  176; 
Newhijy.  Von  Oppen,  L.  R,  7  Q.  B.  293;  41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  148; 
Story's  Contiict  of  Laws,  8th  ed. ,  plac.  556,  557;  Buckley  on  the 
Companies  Acts,  4th  ed.  p.  193.  We  desire  to  have  a  liquidator 
appointed  here  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  proper  distribution  of 
the  assets ;  we  fear  that  if  moneys  are  sent  over  here  they  may  be 
attached  by  some  of  ,the  creditors.  The  terms  of  sect.  199  are 
perfectly  general,  and  they  have  not  been  restricted  to  English 
companies. 

Cozens-Hardy,  Q.  C. ,  and  Stirling,  for  English  creditors  who 
opposed  the  petition,  were  not  called  on. 

Pearson,  J.  :  — 

In  my  opinion  I  have  no  jurisdiction  to  make  a  winding-up 
order,  however  convenient  it  might  be  that  such  an  order  should 
be  made.  I  should  be  making  an  order  for  which  there  is  no 
precedent  and  no  authority.  This  company  is  established  at 
Genoa,  and  it  carries  on  business  there.  It  has  agents  in  England, 
and  nothing  but  agents,  and  it  has  carried  on  business  here 
through  those  agents,  in  the  same  way  as  foreign  merchants  often 
carry  on  business  in  this  country  by  means  of  agents.  The  juris- 
diction to  wind  up  a  company  is  a  purely  statutory  one  under  the 
Companies  Acts.  If  I  were  to  adopt  Mr.  Farwell's  argument,  I 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  in  every  case  in  which  a  foreign 
company  has  had  any  dealings  in  this  country,  —  whether  the 
company  is  established  in  China,  or  Japan,  or  Australia,  —  there 
is  jurisdiction  to  order  it  to  be  wound  up.  I  am  decidedly  of 
opinion  that  the  Act  is  confined  to  English  companies,  and  foreign 
companies  carrying  on  business  in  England  with,  so  to  speak,  a 
residence  of  their  own  —  a  branch  office  —  in  this  country.  In 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited  of  orders  made  to  wind  up  foreign 
companies,  the  companies  had  an  office  in  England,  but 
[*  221]  *  that  is  not  so  in  the  present  case.  I  have  no  jurisdic  tion 
at  all,  and  I  must  dismiss  the  petition  with  costs. 

Cozens-Hardy,  Q.  C.  Your  Lordship's  view  is  in  accordance 
with  that  which  was  expressed  by  James,  L.  J.,  in  Bulkeley  v. 
Schutz,  L.  R ,  3  R  C.  764,  769. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  The  CnnimercUil  Banlx  of  Snnth  Australia  (1886), 
33  Ch.  D.  174,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  670,  55  L.  T.  609,  —  the  case  of  a  company 
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formed  and  registered  iu  Australia,  and  having  a  branch  office,  assets 
and  liabilities  in  England,  — North,  J.,  made  a  winding-up  order,  but 
directed  the  English  liquidator  not  to  act  except  under  the  direction 
of  the  Judge,  save  for  the  purpose  of  getting  in  the  English  assets  and 
settling  the  list  of  English  creditors. 

A  colonial  company  having  a  branch  office  in  England  was  being 
wound  up  voluntarily  in  the  colony  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the 
Court.  On  a  creditor's  petition  here,  Williams,  J.,  made  a  compul- 
sory order  for  winding-up,  but  limited  the  powers  of  the  official  receiver 
to  the  collection  of  the  English  assets,  and  the  settling  the  lists  of 
English  creditors.  The  Bank  appealed  and  desired  that  the  petition 
should  stand  over,  upon  terms  which  they  submitted  on  the  ground  of 
convenience.  The  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  interfere  with  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Judge  to  make  the  compulsory  order;  and  intimated  that 
an  objection  which  might  occur  on  the  ground  of  the  official  fees  in 
this  country  was  obviated  by  a  rule  (of  25th  June,  1892),  made  under 
the  Companies  (-Winding-up)  Act  1890,  which  allowed  the  Court  a 
wide  discretion  as  to  allowing  or  disallowing  the  prescribed  fees. 
In  re  Federal  Bank  of  Anstral'm  (C.  A.  1893),  62  L.  J.  Ch.  561,  68 
L.  T.  728. 

Although  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  company 
having  a  branch  here,  it  is  a  question  of  discretion  whether  it  will 
exercise  it  to  make  a  winding-up  order.  And  in  the  case  of  an  Ameri- 
can company  which  had  been  ordered  to  be  wound  up  there  and  where 
it  was  not  suggested  that  the  liquidation  in  America  would  not  be  effi- 
cient, or  that  the  assets  would  not  be  properly  got  in,  Mr.  Justice 
RoMER  refused  to  make  a  winding-up  order  ancillary  to  the  American 
one.  In  re  Jurvis  Conklin  Mortgarje  Company  (27th  April,  1895),  11 
Times  L.  R.  373. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

In  Republican  M.  S.  Mines  v.  Brown,  58  Federal  Reporter,  645 ;  21  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  776,  it  was  said:  "  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  remark  that  if 
courts  of  equity,  at  the  suit  of  a  shareholder,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  statute, 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  a  domestic  corporation,  and  to  wind  up  its 
affairs,  much  less  can  they  exercise  such  powers  with  respect  to  a  foreign  cor- 
poration. It  has  indeed  been  held  on  much  consideration,  that  the  courts  of  a 
State  have  no  visitatorial  powers  over  foreign  corporations  doing  business  within 
the  State,  unless  such  power  is  expressly  conferred  by  local  statutes  ;  and  for 
that  reason  it  was  ruled  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maryland  that  it  would  not 
entertain  a  proceeding  by  a  citizen  of  Maryland,  who  was  a  shareholder  in  a 
foreign  company,  to  compel  it  to  annul  an  alleged  wrongful  forfeiture  of  his 
stock  and  to  reinstate  him  as  a  stockholder.  North  S.  C.  ^  G.  M.  Co.  v.  Field, 
61  Maryland,  151.     See  also  Wilkins  v.  Thome,  60  Maryland,  253." 
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In  llulhrook  v.  Furd,  153  Illinois,  633 ;  27  Lawyers'  Reports  Annotated,  324, 
it  is  said  :  "  A  coiu-t  in  one  State  may  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corporation 
organized  in  another  State  and  doing  business  within  its  own  territory  and 
having  property  there.  Tliis  may  be  done,  although  the  courts  in  the  home 
iState  of  the  corporation  may  have  already  placed  its  affairs  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver.  De  Bemer  v.  Drew,  57  Barbour  (Xew  York  Sup.  Ct.),  438;  National 
Trust  Co.  of  New  Vork  v.  Miller,  33  New  Jersey  Equity,  155  ;  Hunt  v.  Colum- 
bian Ins.  Co.,  55  Maine,  290;  92  Am.  Dec.  592;  Life  Asso.  of  America  v. 
Fassett,  102  Illinois,  315.  The  receiver  appointed  in  the  foreign  State  will  be 
regarded  as  ancillary  or  auxiliary  to  the  receiver  appointed  in  the  State  to 
which  the  corporation  owes  its  creation.  8  Am.  &  Kng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  408. 
Hence  we  do  not  consider  the  fact  that  receivers  were  appointed  in  New  York 
and  New  Jersey  for  the  Powerville  Felt  Roofing  Company,  Limited,  the  cor- 
poration defendant  in  the  present  case,  as  in  any  way  restricting  the  right  of 
the  courts  in.  this  State  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  such  defendant,  if  the  other 
necessary  conditions  to  the  appointment  of  .such  receiver  existed  here. 

*'  The  general  I'ule  is,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  for 
a  foreign  corporation,  where  such  corporation  has  no  j^roperty  in  the  State  of 
the  apiiointing  coiu't,  and  has  not  appeared  or  been  served'  with  process  in  the 
proceeding  in  which  the  appointment  of  the  receiver  is  applied  for,  and  where 
none  of  the  officers  or  agents  controlling  or  representing  the  corporation  reside 
or  are  to  be  found  in  the  State  of  the  appointing  court.  The  object  of  ap- 
pointing a  receiver  for  a  foreign  corporation  is  to  'preserve  its  property  and 
effects  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and  shareholders.  Wait,  Insolvent  Corp. 
§  188 ;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  408;  Life  Asso,  of  America  v.  Fassett, 
supra ;  Redmond  y.  //o^e.  3  Hun  (New  York  Sup.  C(.),  171;  National  Trust 
Co.  of  New  York  v.  Miller,  supra ;  S/iaw  v.  Shore,  5  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  79  ;  Stafford 
v.  American  Mills. Co.,  13  Rhode  Island,  310;  Hannibal  ^'  St.  J.  R.  Co.  v. 
Crane.  102  Illinois,  249  ;    40  Am.  Rep.  581." 

If  the  statutes  of  a  State  declare  that  no  foreign  insurance  company  shall 
do  business  therein  unless  it  files  a  stipulation  agreeing  that  process  affecting 
it  shall  be  served  in  a  designated  manner,  and  that  any  person  or  corporation 
transacting  business  without  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
shall  foifeit  certain  sums  to  the  school  fund,  a  corporation  doing  business 
without  complying  with  the  statute  does  not  thereby  subject  itself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  State,  and  a  judgment  against  it  founded  upon 
service  of  process  on  the  officer  named  in  the  statute  is  void.  The  business 
done  is  unlawful,  and  the  pei-sons  doing  it  are  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by 
the  statute,  but  tlie  corporation  is  not  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  of  the  State  in  the  manner  in  which  it  would  have  subjected  itself  to 
such  jurisdiction  had  it  complied  with  the  statute.  The  court  remarked  :  "  We 
are  not  inclined  to  follow  the  case  of  Ehrman  v.  Tentonia  Lis.  Co.,  1  Fed.  Rep. 
471,  1  McCrary,  123,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  estopped  to 
deny  the  jurisdiction."  Rolhrock  v.  Dwel ling- House  his.  Co.,  161  Massachu- 
setts. 423  ;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  418.  The  court  however  said :  "  We  do  not  doubt 
til"  doctrini?  that  a  corporation  doing  business  in  a  foreign  State  thereby 
snbi.-cts  itself  to  the  statutes  of  that  State."  Citing  Railroad  Co.  v.  Harris, 
infra. 
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The  Ehrman  f«.se  was  founded  on  Railroad  Co.  v.  Han-is,  12  Wallace  (U.S. 
Sup.  Ct.).  6.3,  v.IitMe  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  coi"poration  chartered  in  Mary- 
Lmd,  and  allowed  by  act  of  Congress  to  extend  its  road  through  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  by  act  of  the  Virginia  Legislature  to  extend  its  road  into  that 
State,  was  not  a  new  corporation  in  the  District  or  Virginia,  but  was  never- 
theless liable  to  suit  in  the  District  for  an  injury  done  by  it  in  Vkginia.  The 
Court  said  :  "  It  cannot  migrate,  but  may  exercise  its  authority  in  a  foreign 
territory  upon  such  conditions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  place. 
One  of  these  conditions  may  be  that  it  shall  consent  to  be  sued  there.  If  it 
tlo  business  there  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  assented,  and  will  be  bound 
accordingly."  Citing  Lafayette  In>^.  Co.  v.  French,  18  Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.), 
4n-l.  ''In  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Co.  v.  Gallahue's  Administrator,  12 
Grattan,  655,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia  that  the  com- 
pany was  suable  in  that  State.  In  this  we  concur.  We  think  this  condition 
is  cleai'ly  implied  in  the  license,  and  that  the  company  by  constructing  its  road 
there,  assented  to  it."  Citing  also  Baltimore  Sf  Ohio  R.  Co.  v.  Supervisors,  3 
West  Virginia,  319. 


No.  38.  —  In  re  CITY  OF  GLASGOW  BANK. 

(CH.  D.  1880.) 

RULE. 

To  enforce  in  England  a  call  for  which  an  order  is  made 
by  the  Court  in  Scotland  or  Ireland  in  the  course  of  a 
winding-up  there,  the  order  must  be  made  an  order  of  the 
Court  in  England. 

In  re  City  of  Glasgow  Bank. 

14  Ch.  D.  628  (s  c.  43  L.  T.  279). 

Company.  —  Order  of  Court  in  Scotland.  —  How  enforced  in  England. 

Where,  in  the  winding-up  of  a  company  by  the  Court  of  Session  in    [628] 
Scotland,  an  order  for  a  call  has  been  made  by  that  Court,  and  it  has 
become    necessary  to   enforce    the    call    against    contributories    resident   in 
England,  the  order  must  be  made  an  order   of  the    Chancery  Division  in 
England. 

The  City  of  Glasgow  Bank  being  in  liquidation  under  a  wind- 
ing-up order  made  by  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  an  order 
for  a  call  was  made  by  that  Court. 

Some  of  the  contributories  who  were  resident  in  England  hav- 
ing failed  to  pay  the  call  within  the  time  hmited  by  the  order, 
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the  liquidators  now  applied  that  the  order  might  be  made  an 
order  of  the  Chancery  Division,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  it 
against  those  contributories. 

Decimus  Sturges,  for  the  liquidators,  referred  to  sects.  122  and 
123  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  as  to  enforcing  in  England  an 
order  made  in  a  winding-up  by  the  Scotch  Court,  and  cited  In  re 
Hollyford  Copper  Mining  Company,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  93,  before  Lord 
Justice  GiFFARD,  as  an  authority  in  support  of  the  application. 
He  stated  that  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  in  Ireland  had,  in  In  re 
Hercules  Insurance  Company,  6  Ir.  Eq.  Eep.  207, — where  a 
winding-up  order  had  been  made  in  England,  —  declined  to  adopt 
the  view  of  Lord  Justice  Giffard,  considering  that,  under  the 
123rd  section,  it  was  sufficient  to  produce  an  office  copy  of  the 
order  to  the  proper  office  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland 
without  making  it  an  order  of  that  Court. 

Jessel,  M.  R  :  — 

I  am  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Justice,  although  the 
Irish  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  not.  I  have  before  made  orders 
in  Chambers  such  as  that  now  asked. 

I  therefore  direct  that  the  order  for  a  call  be  made  an  order 
of  the  Chancery  Division. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  expressions  in  the  Act  are  (s.  122):  "The  order  sliall  be  en- 
forced ...  by  tlie  Court  which  would  .  .  .  have  had  jurisdiction  in 
the  matter  ...  if  the  regi-stered  office  of  the  com])any  .  .  .  were  situ- 
ate in  [England]  and  in  the  same  manner  iu  all  resi)ects  as  if  .sucli 
order  had  been  made  by  the  Court  [iu  England].  And  (s.  123)  [ou 
the  production  of  the  office  copy  order,  to  the  proper  officer  the]  "Court 
shall  take  such  steps  in  the  matter  as  may  be  requisite  for  enforciiii^ 
[the  order]  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were  the  order  ...  of  tln' 
Court  enforcing  the  same."  The  provisions  of  the  Act  appear  to  have 
required  some  judicial  interpretation. 


K.  C.  VOL.  VII.]  SECT.  V.  —  WINDING    UP.  693 


No.  39.  —  Wallace  v.  TJuiversal  Automatic  Machines  Co.,  1894, 2  Ch.  547.  —  Bule. 

No.  39.  — WALLACE   v.    UNIVERSAL    AUTOMATIC 

MACHINES   COMPANY. 

(c.  A.  1894.) 

RULE. 

Where  a  company  has  issued  debentures  charging  their 
undertaking  with  payment  of  money  by  a  certain  day,  the 
occurrence  of  a  winding-up  before  the  specified  day  renders 
tlie  money  immediately  payable,  and  entitles  the  debenture 
holder  at  once  to  realize  his  security  for  the  full  amount  of 
principal,  interest,  and  costs. 

Wallace  v.  Universal  Automatic  Machines  Company. 

1894,  2  Ch.  547-555  (s.  c.  63  L.  J.  Ch.  598;  70  L.  T.  852), 

Company.  —  Debenture.  —  A  cceleration  of  Date  for  Payment.  —        [5^7] 
Windinfj  up. 

Where  a  debenture,  issued  by  a  company  by  way  of  floating  security, 
contains  a  covenant  for  payment  of  the  principal  money  on  a  specified  day, 
tliough  without  any  stipulation  making  the  money  immediately  payable 
in  the  event  of  a  winding-up,  the  occurrence  of  a  winding-up  before  the 
specified  day  renders  the  money  immediately  payable,  and  entitles  the 
debenture-holder  at  once  to  realize  his  security  for  the  full  amount  of 
principal,  interest,  and  costs. 

The  Universal  Automatic  Machines  Company,  Limited,  was 
formed  and  registered  under  the  Companies  Acts  in  September, 
1887 ;  its  object  being  to  acquire  and  work  certain  patents.  It 
had  power  to  borrow  money  on  debentures,  and  shortly  after  its 
incorporation,  it  raised  £6000,  at  6  per  cent,  interest,  on  sixty 
debentures  of  £100  each. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  registered  holder  of  five  of  these 
debentures. 

The  debentures,  each  of  which  was  in  the  same  form  contained 
covenants  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  pay  to  the  registered 
holder  thereof  the  principal  sum  of  £100,  thereby  secured  on  the 
31st  of  December,  1894,  and  to  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent,  per  annum  on  the  principal  sum  half-yearly  on  the  1st  of 
January  and  the  1st  of  July.     And  the  company  thereby  charged 
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v/ith  the  payment  of  such  principal  and  interest,  all  the  under- 
taking and  property  of  the  company  both  present  and  future, 
to  the  intent  that  all  the  debentures  of  the  series  (which  was 
limited  to  250  debentures  of  £100  each)  should,  without  regard 
to  the  respective  dates  thereof,  rank  pari  passu  as  a  first  charge 
upon  the  said  undertaking  and  property  without  any  prefer- 
ence or  priority  one  over  another,  and  that  such  charge 
[*  548]  *  should  be  a  floating  security,  "  and  accordingly  is  not  to 
prevent  or  hinder  the  company  from  leasing,  exchanging, 
selling,  mortgaging,  or  otherwise  dealing  with  the  property  as  it 
may  from  time   to   time  think  fit." 

The  debentures  contained  no  condition  or  provision  making 
the  principal  money  payable  on  default  in  payment  of  interest,  or 
in  the  event  of  the  winding-up  of  the  company. 

The  company  made  default  in  payment  of  the  half-year's 
interest  due  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  debentures,  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1890;  and  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1890,  he  issued  the  writ 
in  this  action,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  holders  of 
the  debentures,  for  an  account  and  a  receiver.  On  the  19th  of 
July,  1890,  an  order  was  made  for  the  winding-up  of  the  company 
by  the  Court. 

The  plaintiff  delivered  his  statement  of  claim  on  the  5th  of 
July,  1894,  and  thereby  alleged  that  "the  whole  of  the  principal 
moneys  secured  by  the  plaintiff's  debentures  amounting  to  £500, 
together  with  interest  thereon  from  tlie  1st  of  July,  1889,  are  still 
unpaid  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff ; "  and  he  claimed  a  declara- 
tion of  charge,  an  account,  and  the  enforcement  of  the  charge  by 
foreclosure  or  sale. 

The  action  was  then  set  down  for  hearing  as  a  short  cause  upon 
motion  by  the  plaintiff  for  judgment  on  default  of  defence. 

The  action  came  on  for  hearing  before  Mr.  Justice  Kekewich 
on  the  10th  of  March,  1894. 

Eve,  for  the  plaintiff,  asked  for  judgment  in  the  terms  of  min- 
utes whicli  had  been  prepared,  and  which  contained  a  declaration 
that  the  plaintiff  and  all  other,  the  holders  of  the  debentures  in 
the  statement  of  claim  mentioned,  were  entitled  to  a  charge  on 
all  the  undertaking  and  property  of  the  defendant  company  for 
securing  the  principal  moneys  and  interest  owing  upon  the 
security  of  the  said  debentures ;  an  inquiry  what  debentures  had 
been  issued  by  the  defendant  company,  and  which  of  them  were 
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still  outstanding  and  unpaid,  and  what  persons  were  the  holders 
of  the  same  respectively  ;  and  an  account  of  what  was  due  for 
principal  and  interest  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  holders  of 
the  said  outstanding  debentures. 

[*  IvEKEWiCH,  J. ,  objected  that,  inasmuch  as  the  day  [*  549] 
specified  for  payment  of  the  principal  moneys,  viz.,  the 
31st  of  December,  1894,  had  not  yet  arrived,  the  allegation  in 
the  statement  of  claim  that  the  principal  moneys  were  owing  was 
incorrect,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief  founded 
on  the  truth  of  such  allegation.] 

Eve  relied  on  Hodson,  v.  Tea  Company,  14  Ch.  D.  859  ;  49  L.  J. 
Ch.  234,  as  an  authority  to  show  that  upon  the  winding-up  of 
the  company  the  arrangement  for  the  continuance  of  the  loan  for 
a  certain  time  necessarily  came  to  an  end,  and  the  money  secured 
by  the  debentures  became  immediately  payable. 

[He  referred  also  to  Palmer's  Company  Precedents,  5th  ed: 
p.  495.] 

The  company  did  not  appear. 

Kekewich,  J.,  said  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  the  case 
cited  established  the  proposition  contended  for,  and  that  he  would 
take  time  to  consider  the  matter. 

1894.   March  14.     Kekewich,  J.  :  — 

When  this  case  came  before  me  on  Saturday,  I  took  objection 
to  the  allegations  in  the  statement  of  claim  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  is  proceeding.  It  is  there  stated  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
holder  of  certain  mortgage  debentures  which  are  payable  on  the 
31st  of  December,  1894,  — a  day  which,  of  course,  has  not  yet 
arrived.  Interest  is  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  1st  of  January 
and  the  1st  of  July  ;  and  the  allegation  in  the  statement  of  claim 
is  that  no  interest  has  been  paid.  The  debentures  are  stated  to  be 
a  charge  of  the  principal  and  interest  on  the  undertaking  of  the 
company,  both  present  and  future,  and  they  are  to  be  a  floating 
security.  Then  the  statement  of  claim  goes  on  to  allege  this  : 
"  The  whole  of  the  principal  money  secured  by  the  plaintiff's 
debentures  amounting  to  £500,  together  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  1st  of  July,  1889,  are  still  unpaid  and  owing  to  the 
plaintiff. "  The  interest  is  not  only  unpaid,  but  is  payable  and 
owing;  but  I  took  exception  to  the  allegation,  that  the  prin- 
cipal money  was  "owing."  In  reply  to  that  objection 
on  my  part,  *  Mr.  Eve  referred  me  to  the  case  of  Hodson  [*  550] 
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V.  Tea  Conqmiuj,  14  Ch.  D.  859;  49  L.  J.  Ch.  234,  where  Vice- 
Chancellor  Hall  said,  14  Ch.  D.  %^vl ;  49  L.  J.  Ch.  236  :  "  It 
appears  to  me  that,  when  a  company  comes  to  be  wound  up,  the 
arrangement  for  the  continuance  of  the  loan  for  a  certain  time 
necessarily  comes  to  an  end,  —  the  money  becomes  immediately 
payable,  and  the  security  immediately  enforceable. "  In  that 
case,  apparently,  as  in  this,  there  was  no  condition,  as  is  now 
common,  for  the  principal  money  becoming  payable  on  default 
made  in  payment  of  interest,  or  in  the  event  of  a  winding-up.  I 
am  told  that  in  this  case  it  is  a  mere  slip  that  the  condition  was 
omitted  from  the  debentures ;  but  they  were  in  fact  issued  with- 
out any  such  condition.  If  I  could  accept  the  statement  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  which  I  have  just  read,  I  should  hold  here 
that  the  money  is  payable  and  owing.  But,  upon  consideration, 
I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  accept  it.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the 
decision,  it  is  unsupported  by  any  other  authority,  and  it  is,  to 
my  mind,  inconsistent  with  what  I  understand  to  be  the  law.  I 
therefore  do  not  feel  bound  to  follow  the  Vice-Chancellor's 
dictum,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  fourteen  years  old.  I  do  not  see 
myself  why,  where  there  is  a  covenant  to  i)ay  upon  a  certain  day 
not  yet  arrived,  that  covenant  becomes  enforcealde  as  for  a  debt 
payable  in  prcesenti  because  there  is  a  winding-up.  If  this  had 
been  a  covenant  by  a  man  to  pay  the  money  in  December,  1894, 
his  bankruptcy  would  not  have  made  the  money  presently  pay- 
able ;  and  I  cannot  see  any  distinction  for  this  purpose  between 
bankruptcy  and  a  winding-up.  It  may  be  some  disadvantage  to  the 
creditor,  but  I  cannot  see  why  the  money  is  payable  in  j^rccsenti. 
It  is  dehitum  in  prmsenti,  solvendujn  iv  fnturo.  Mr.  Eve  referred 
me  to  Mr.  Palmer's  valuable  book,  and  I  find  it  says  this,  ."th 
ed.  p.  495  :  "  As  regards  making  the  principal  payable  in  the 
event  of  a  winding-up :  such  a  provision  is  now  very  common, 
and,  while  it  can  do  the  company  no  harm,  may  prevent  disputes 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  debenture-holder.  According  to  a  recent 
decision,  it  only  expresses  that  which  the  law  implies.  Hodson 
V.    Tea    Company. "     Of   course,   I   cannot  accept   Mr.    Palmer's 

approval  of  Hodsoji  v.  Tea  Compa)!// ;  but,  if  that  decision 
[*551]  had  the  approval  of  the  profession,  *I  should  feel  more 

reluctant  than  I  oni  to  disregard  it.  There  is  another 
decision  —  In  re  Panama,  New  Zealand  and  Audralian  Boyal 
Mail  Company,  L.  Pt.,  5  Ch.  318;  39  L.  J.  Ch.  482,  —where  Lord 


K.  C.  VOL.  Vll.j  SECT.  V. WINDING    UP.  6'j7 

No.  39.  —  Wallace  v.  Universal  Automatic  Machines  Co.,  1894,  2  Ch.  551,  652. 

Justice  GiFFARD  appears  to  me  to  put  the  law  upon  a  sound  foot- 
ing. He  says  this  (L.  Ii. ,  5  Ch.  322,  323) :  "  The  moment  the  com- 
pany comes  to  be  wound  up,  and  the  property  has  to  be  realized, 
that  moment  the  rights  of  these  parties,  beyond  all  question, 
attach.  My  opinion  is,  that  even  if  the  company  had  not  stopped, 
the  debenture  holders  might  have  filed  a  bill  to  realize  their 
security. "  To  my  mind  there  is  all  the  difference  in  the  world 
between  "  realizing  a  security"  and  suing  on  a  covenant  to  pay, 
which  this  allegation  here  implies.  The  principle  is  also  to  be 
found  in  a  series  of  cases,  now  dropped  out  of  sight,  of  which 
Yescombe  v.  Landor,  28  Beav.  80,  may  be  taken  as  a  good 
example.  In  the  Judgment  Act  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110),  there  are 
provisions  making  it  impossible  for  a  judgment  creditor  to  enforce 
his  security  until  a  certain  time  has  elapsed ;  but  that  was  inter- 
preted by  the  Court  in  Yescomhe  v.  Landor  as  giving  the  judgment 
creditor  a  right  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  trustees  from  paying 
over  the  rents  of  land  to  the  judgment  debtor,  a  tenant  for  life. 
The  head-note  to  the  case  is  this  :  "  A  judgment  creditor,  though 
unable  to  proceed  in  equity  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  his  chai^gtj 
before  the  expiration  of  a  year,  is,  nevertheless,  entitled  to  have 
the  life  interest  of  his  debtor  in  lands  at  once  impounded  for  his 
protection. "  And  there  are  other  cases  about  the  same  time  ap- 
plying the  same  principle.  In  my  opinion  the  debenture-holder 
here  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  which  will  protect  him  and  pre- 
vent the  company  from  reaping  any  benefit  from  the  property 
charged ;  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  anything  in  the  nature  of-  pay- 
ment of  the  money  on  the  footing  of  the  covenant. 

The  plaintiff  appealed.  [552] 

The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  5th  of  May,  1894. 

Eve,  for  the  appellant :  — 

The  moment  the  winding-up  commenced  the  whole  of  the 
money  secured  by  the  debentures  became  payable,  the  security 
being  enforceable  upon  all  the  assets  of  the  company  as  they 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  winding  up:  Hodson  v.  Tea  Compamj, 
14  Ch.  D.  859  ;  49  L.  J.  Ch.  234,  where  Vice-Chancellor  Hall 
adopted  the  dictum  of  Lord  Justice  Giffard  in  In  re  Panama, 
Neiv  Zealand,  and  Australian  Boyal  Mail  Coynpanii,  L.  E. ,  5  Clr. 
318,  322 ;  39  L.  J.  Ch.  482.  A  winding-up  may  alter  the 
original  contract  between  the  company  and  its  debenture-holders, 
just  as  in  the  case  of  an  advanced  member  of  a  building  society 
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which  has"  beeu  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Brownlie  v.  Russell,  8 
App.  Cas.  235.  Under  sect.  158  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  we 
may,  if  we  choose,  prove  in  the  winding-up  for  tlie  amount 
secured  by  the  debentures,  whether  due  or  not ;  and  the  rules  in 
bankruptcy  as  to  secured  and  unsecured  creditors  would  apply. 
Judicature  Act,  1875,  s.  10.  But  we  are  not  seeking  to  prove 
our  debt  in  the  winding-up ;  we  prefer  to  realize  our  security, 
and  repay  ourselves  the  principal  money  out  of  the  proceeds, 
although  the  date  fixed  for  payment  has  not  yet  arrived. 

The  decision  in  Hodsun  v.  Tea  Coiiiimny  is  recognized  in  all 
the  text-books. 

1894   May  28.      Lindley,  L.  J.  : — 

This  is  an  action  by  the  holder  of  debentures  charged  on  the 
undertaking  and  property  of  a  limited  company  which  is  being 
wound  up,  for  the  realization  of  his  security ;  and  the  question 
raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether,  for  the  purpose  of  realizing  such 
security,  the  principal  moneys  secured  by  the  debentures,  and 
thereby  made  payable  at  a  future  date,  can  be  treated  as 
\^'  553]  if  *they  had  become  due  at  the  date  of  the  commencement 
of  the  winding-up. 

The  facts  are  simple.  [His  Lordship  stated  them,  and  con- 
tinued :  — ] 

The  plaintiff  is  not  content  with  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Kekewich,  as  no  account  is  directed  of  what  is  due  in  respect  of 
the  principal  sums  secured  to  him  by  the  debentures,  and  he  has 
appealed  in  order  to  have  the  judgment  corrected  in  this  respect. 

The  time  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  not  having  yet 
arrived,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  a  debt  for  which  any  action  at 
law  can  now  be  brought '  But  it  is  e([ually  clear  that,  as  the 
company  is  being  wound  up,  the  plaintiti  and  the  other  debenture - 
holders  can,  if  they  choose,  prove  against  the  company  in  respect 
of  all  the  moneys  secured  by  the  debentures,  whether  due  or  not : 
see  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  158. 

Moreover,  by  the  Judicature  Act,  1875,  s.  10,  if  the  debenture 
holders  did  so  prove,  they  would  have  to  give  up  their  securities, 
and  they  could  only  prove  for  such  amount  as  would  be  provable 
if  the  company  had  been  a  debtor,  and  had  been  adjudicated 
bankrupt.  The  amount  provable  in  bankruptcy  in  respect  of  a 
future  debt  bearing  interest  was  determined  in  Ex  'parte  Ador, 
[1891]  2  Q.  B.  574;  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  15. 
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The  plaintiff,  however,  is  not  seeking  to  prove  his  debt,  nor  is 
he  bound  to  do  so.  On  the  other  hand,  he  is  not  content  simply 
til  rest  on  his  security,  nor  is  he  content  to  have  his  interest  kept 
down.  He  wants  to  realize  his  security  and  to  apply  its  proceeds 
in  paying  off  the  principal  and  interest,  although  the  time  tixed 
for  paying  off  the  principal  has  not  yet  arrived.  The  undertak- 
ing, on  the  security  of  which  the  money  was  borrowed,  has  in 
fact  come  to  an  end  by  the  winding-up;  and  this  circumstance 
entitles  the  debenture-holders  to  realize  their  security  at  once. 
This  point  was  determined  in  Hodson  v.  Tea  Company,  14  Ch. 
D.  859 ;  49  L.  J.  Ch.  234,  which  was  itself  based  on  the  earlier 
case  of  the  Panama  Company.     L.  R,  5  Ch.  318  ;  39  L.  J.  Ch.  482. 

In  Hodson  s  Case  the  debenture  was  not  due,  but  it  was  treated 
as  having  become  due  on  the  commencement  of  the  wind- 
ing-up *  of  the  company,  and  accounts  were  directed  of  [*  554] 
what  was  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  that  footing. 
The  priliciple  on  which  this  decision  is  founded  is,  in  my 
opinion,  correct,  and  the  plaintiff  is,  in  my  judgment,  entitled  to 
an  order  giving  effect  to  it.  The  order  appealed  from  must  be 
varied  accordingly,  and  the  costs  must  be  added  to  the  amount 
due  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  security.  The  Lord  Justice  Kay  has 
framed  a  declaration  which  should,  I  think,  be  embodied  in  the 
order  so  that  its  principle  may  be  made  clear. 

I  am  desired  by  the  Lord  Justice  LorES  to  say  that  he  has  read 
this,  judgment  and  concurs  in  it. 

Kay,  L.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts,  continued) :  — 

The  question  is  whether  the  debenture-holders  can  claim,  as 
against  the  security,  the  full  amount  of  their  principal,  although 
the  day  fixed  for  payment  has  not  arrived,  or  whether  they  must 
be  satisfied  with  interest  only  till  the  day  of  payment,  or  with 
the  principal  subject  to  a  discount  for  payment  before  the  day  on 
which  the  principal  becomes  due.  It  is  material  to  observe  that 
it  is  not  a  question  of  proof  in  the  winding-up,  but  of  realization 
of  the  security.  By  the  winding-up  order  the  position  of  the 
debenture-holders  is  very  much  altered.  The  subject  of  their 
security  is,  amongst  other  things,  the  undertaking;  that  is,  the 
profit-producing  concern.  The  winding-up  practically  puts  an 
end  to  any  chance  of  producing  further  profits.  The  security  is  a 
floating  charge ;  that  is,  the  company  might  use  all  its  assets 
included  in  the  security  for  the  purposes  of  its  lona  fide  business 
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as  though  the  charge  did  not  exist.  These  powers  are,  to  some 
extent,  vested  in  the  liquidator  for  the  purposes  of  winding  up 
the  company.  If  the  debenture-liolders  were  compelled  to  wait 
until  the  debentures  became  due,  the  security  might,  and  probably 
would  be  very  much  depreciated  in  the  mean  time.  These  con- 
siderations lead  to  the  conclusion  expressed  by  Lord  Justice 
GlFFARD  in  the  case  of  ihe'Fanama  Company,  L.  R,  5  C.'h.  318; 
39  L.  J.  Ch.  482,  that  upon  the  occurrence  of  the  winding-up  the 
debenture-holders  had  a  right  at  once  to  reali/ce  their  security.     It 

follows  that,  if  the  time  of  realizing  is  accelerated  by  this 
[*555]    *  event  the  realization  must  be  for  the  full  amount,  as 

though  the  debt  was  then  due ;  and  this  seems  to  have 
been  held  in  the  same  case.  The  same  result  was  arrived  at  by 
Vice-Chancellor  Hall  in  Hodson  v.   Tea  Companij. 

I  think  there  should  be  a  declaration  that,  upon  the  occurrence 
of  the  winding-up,  the  debenture-holders  became  entitled  to 
realize  their  security  for  the  full  amount  secured  by  their  respec- 
tive debentures,  notwithstanding  that  the  day  mentioned  therein 
for  payment  of  the  capital  had  not  arrived,  and  that  an  account 
should  be  directed  of  what  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  to  the 
time  of  actual  payment  on  that  footing,  and  for  the  costs  of  this 
action. 


No.  40.  — In  re  NATIONAL  ARMS   AND   AMMUNITION 

COMPANY. 

(c.  A.  1885.) 

RULE. 

The  assets  of  a  company  may,  in  respect  of  a  beneficial 
occupation  of  property  by  the  liquidator,  be  made  liable 
for  rates. 

In  re  National  Arms  and  Ammunition  Company. 

28  Ch.  D.  474-482  (s.  c.  54  L.  J.  Ch.  673  ;  .52  L.  T.  237  ;  33  W.  H.  .585). 

Company.  —  Occupation  by  Liquidator.  —  Liability  for  Rates. 

[474]        A  company  was  being  wound  up  under  supervision,  the  liquidation 

coniineneing  in  1882.     The  liquidator  did  not  keep  the  concern  in  full 

woik,  l)ut  remained  iu  occupation  of  the  business  premises  for  the  piiipo^e 
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of  carrying  out  some  pending  contracts,  finishing  a  quantity  of  unfinished 
articles,  and  storing  and  keeping  in  order  a  quantity  of  completed  articles 
^vith  a  view  to  selling  them.  In  March,  1883,  a  rating  authority  made  a  rate 
for  1883  on  all  the  property  within  the  district.  The  liquidator  allowed  the 
time  for  appealing  against  the  assessment  to  go  by.  The  rating  authority 
a})p1ied  to  the  Court  for  payment  of  the  rate  in  full:  — 

Held,  that  as  the  liquidator  had  from  the  commencement  of  the  winding- 
up  occupied  the  property  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  with  a  view 
to  acquiring  gain  or  avoiding  loss  to  the  company,  the  rate  ought  to  be  paid 
in  full. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1882,  the  company  passed  a  resolu- 
tion for  voluntary  winding-up,  and  on  the  20th  of  December, 
1882,  an  order  was  made  for  continuing  the  winding-up  under 
supervision. 

The  company  had  almost  ceased  to  carry  on  business  for 
some  *  months  before  the  winding-up,  and  the  liquidators  [*  475] 
did  not  put  the  concern  into  full  work,  but  they  completed 
a  quantity  of  unfinished  articles  which  could  not  have  been  sold 
in  their  unfinished  state  except  at  a  heavy  loss,  completed  several 
contracts  for  the  supply  of  arms  which  were  pending  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  liquidation,  and  stored  upon  the  business 
premises,  and  kept  in  order,  a  quantity  of  manufactured  articles, 
with  a  view  to  selling  them  as  ati  opportunity  occurred. 

The  company  were  on  tlie  rate-book  for  Birmingham  as  occu- 
piers of  the  business  premises. 

On  the  6th  of  March,  188.3,  the  corporation  of  Birmingham, 
under  the  powers  of  their  local  Acts,  made  a  borough  improve- 
ment rate  of  2.s.  in  the  pound,  and  a  street  improvement  rate  of 
1^/.  in  the  pound,  on  all  the  rateable  property  within  the  borough 
for  the  year  1883. 

The  premises  were  rated  at  £1200,  so  that  the  amount  payable 
in  respect  of  the  borough  improvement  rate  was  £120,  and  in 
respect  of  the  street  improvement  rate  £5,  making  together  £125. 

No  steps  had  been  taken  by  the  liquidator  to  alter  the  assess- 
ment of  the  ratealde  value  of  the  business  premises,  and  the  time 
for  doing  so  had  expired. 

The  liquidators  having  refused  to  pay  the  rates,  the  corporation 
took  out  a  sumniDus  asking  that  the  liquidators  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  the  rates  in  full,  or  that  the  applicants  might  be  at  liberty 
to  distrain. 

One  of  the  liquidators  deposed  that  a  small  part  only  of  the 
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premises  was  used  fur  the  purposes  of  tiuishiug  the  unfinished 
goods,  and  that  the  labour  expended  thereon  did  not  amount  to 
one-twentieth  part  of  the  productive  capacity  of  the  works,  and 
that  since  the  winding-up  the  business  of  the  company  had  never, 
in  fact,  been  carried  on  as  a  going  concern :  —  "  That  althougli 
the  said  articles  were  sold  at  a  price  exceeding  the  cost  of  manu- 
facture, the  whole  business  of  the  company  was  not  thereby  oi 
ever  carried  on  profitably  by  the  liquidators,  and  the  occupation 
of  the  said  property  has  not,  by  reason  of  the  performance  of  such 
work,  been  otherwise  beneficial  to  the  company.  That  there  has 
been,  in  fact,  no  beneficial  occupation  of  the  said  property 
[*476]  by  the  *  liquidators.  That  the  assessments  of  the  said 
rates  are,  under  the  circumstances,  excessive  and  inequi- 
table. " 

The  summons  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Chitty  in  Chambers, 
and  his  Lordship,  considering  himself  bound  by  the  decision  in 
1,1  re  Watson,  Kipliny  &  Co.,  23  Ch.  D.  500;  52  L.  J.  Ch.  473, 
dismissed  the  application  with  costs,  and  gave  a  certificate  that 
the  case  might  be  brought  direct  to  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  2nd  of  February,  1885. 

Romer,  Q.  C. ,  and  W.  P.  Beale,  for  the  corporation,  in  support 
of  the  appeal :  — 

If  a  company  wdiich  is  in  course  of  liquidation  incurs  debts  for 
the  purposes  of  the  liquidation,  they  must  be  paid  in  full.  So  if 
a  company  in  liquidation  retains  possession  of  premises  for  the 
purposes  of  the  liquidation,  and  with  a  view  to  making  profit  or 
avoiding  loss,  it  must  pay  rent  and  rates  like  any  other  occupier. 
Mr.  Justice  Chitty  considered  himself  bound  by  In  re  Watson, 
Kipling  &  Co.,  but  that  decision  turns  on  the  question  of  fact 
whether  there  was  a  beneficial  occupation,  and  Mr.  Justice  Kay 
found  that  there  was  not.  Here  the  occupation,  partly  for  busi- 
ness purposes  and  partly  for  warehousing,  must  be  considered  a 
beneficial  occupation.      [They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Finlay,  Q.  C. ,  and  Grey,  contra  :  — 

There  are  two  questions:  (1.)  Was  there  a  beneficial  occupa- 
tion ?  (2. )  Was  the  assessment  right,  having  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  (>ccupation  ? 

There  are  two  classes  of  claims,  — tliat  of  the  landlord  for  rent, 
and  that  of  the  rating  authority  for  rates.  After  the  decision  in 
Li  re  Lundy  Granite  Company,  L.  R,  6  Ch.  462 ;  40  L.  J.  Ch.  588, 
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it  is  impossible  to  dispute  that  if  tlie  liquidator  occupies  property 
for  the  purposes  of  the  winding-up  the  rent  must  be  paid  in  full; 
but  the  case  of  rates  is  different,  —  the  right  to  rent  resulting 
from  a  contract,  the  liability  to  rates  being  only  a  statutory 
burden.  But  supposing  the  rate  otherwise  payable,  we  say  that, 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  occupation,  it  is  excessive. 
Staletj  v.  Overseers  of  Castleton,  5  B.  &  S.  505;  33  L.  J.  M.  C. 
178;  Hartcr  v.  Overseers  of  Salford,  6  B  &  S.  591;  34  L.  J.  M. 
C.   206. 

*  Fry,   L.   J.  :     You  have  not  appealed   to  the  proper    [*477] 
quarter.     Are  we  to  be  turned  into  an  assessment  com- 
mittee ?  ] 

If  the  assessment  is  clearly  excessive,  the  Court,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion,  will  refuse  to  order  payment.  In  re  Watson, 
Kipling  &  Co.,  23  Ch.  D.  500;  52  L.  J.  Ch.  473.  We  do  not  ask 
the  Court  to  assess  the  value  now,  but  to  refuse  the  present  appli- 
cation and  leave  the  corporation  to  apply  again,  when  they  have 
obtained  a  fair  assessment. 

[Baggallay,  L.  J.  :  Your  case  seems  to  stand  no  higher  than 
this,  that  if  you  had  appealed  to  the  proper  quarter  you  would 
probably  have  got  a  reduction.  ] 

Baggallay,  L.  J.  :  — 

This  company  went  into  voluntary  liquidation  on  the  16tli  of 
December,  1882,  and  on  the  20th  an  order  was  made  for  continu- 
ing the  winding-up  under  the  supervision  of  the  Court.  On  the 
6th  of  March,  1883,  the  corporation  of  Birmingham  made  a 
borough  improvement  rate  of  2s.  in  the  pound,  and  a  street 
improvement  rate  of  Id.  in  the  pound,  on  all  the  ratable  property 
within  their  jurisdiction.  The  amount  of  the  rate  in  respect  of 
the  premises  occupied  by  the  company  was  £125 ;  being  £120  for 
the  borough  improvement  rate,  and  £5  for  the  street  improvement 
rate.  These  rates  were  for  the  year  beginning  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1883,  and  ending  on  the  31st  of  December,  1883.  The 
corporation  applied  by  summons  for  a  direction  that  the  company 
should  pay  the  rates.  The  decisions  have  varied  as  to  payment 
of  rent  or  rates  by  the  liquidator  owing  to  the  difficulty  of  work- 
ing together  sects.  87  and  163  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862.  Tak- 
ing them  together  they  appear  to  come  to  this,  that  sect.  163 
standing  alone  would  make  any  distress  against  the  property  of 
the  company  pending  the  winding-up  absolutely  void,  but  that 
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under  sect.  87  the  Court  has  power  to  allow  the  distress  to  be 
levied  in  proper  cases.  The  same  principles  must  guide  the 
discretion  of  the  Court,  whether  the  application  is  in  the  shape 
of  an  application  for  leave  to  distrain,  or  of  an  application  for 
payment. 

It  is  said  that  this  is  one  of  the  first  applications  of  the  kind 

that  have  been  brought  before  us,  but  we  are  not  wholly 
[*478]    without   *  authorities    to   guide    us.      The   effect   of   the 

decision  in  In  re  Lundy  tlranitc  Cviwpanij,  L.  E. ,  6  Ch. 
462 ;  40  L.  J.  Ch.  588,  is  that  if  a  company  in  course  of  being 
wound  up  remains  by  its  liquidator  in  possession  of  leasehold 
property,  for  its  own  purposes  and  witli  a  view  to  the  realization 
of  its  property  to  better  advantage,  the  Court  will  aid  the  land- 
lord in  obtaining  the  payment  in  full  of  the  rent  accrued  due 
after  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation.  The  principle  on 
which  that  case  was  decided  applies  equally  to  other  outgoings 
connected  with  property  the  possession  of  which  is  retained  for 
the  purpose  of  more  advantageously  winding  up  the  afi'airs  of  the 
c:impany.  In  the  case  of  In  re  Oak  Fits  C(Aliery  Company,  21 
Ch.  D.  322,  330;  51  L.  J.  Ch.  768,  Lord  Justice  Linhley,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says  :  "  When  the  liquidator 
retains  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  advantageously  disposing 
of  it,  or  when  he  continues  to  use  it,  the  rent  of  it  ought  to  be 
regarded  as  a  debt  contracted  for  the  purpose  of  winding-up  the 
company,  and  ought  to  be  paid  in  full  like  any  other  debt  or 
expense  properly  incurred  by  the  liquidator  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  in  such  a  case  it  appears  to  us  that  the  rent  for  the  whole 
period  during  which  the  property  is  so  retained  or  used,  ought  to 
be  paid  in  full  without  reference  to  the  amount  which  could  be 
realized  by  a  distress.  "  It  would  not  require  much  to  lead  me  to 
the  conclusion  that  by  parity  of  reasoning  a  rate  which  is  levied 
upon  property  while  retained  by  the  li(juidatc)r  with  a  view  to 
tlie  more  advantageous  realization  of  the  com])any's  jjroperty,  or 
used  by  liim  for  ])rofitable  purposes,  must  be  paid  in  full.  His 
Lordship  proceeds:  "  ])ut  no  nutli(»rity  has  yet  gone  tlie  length  of 
deciding  that  a  landlord  is  entitled  to  distrain  for,  or  to  be  paid 
in  full,  rent  accruing  since  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up 
where  the  liquidator  has  done  nothing  except  abstain  from  trying 
t'»  get  rid  of  the  property  which  the  company  holds  as  lessee. " 
If  tliere  had  been  no  further  authority  on  the  subject  I  should 
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have  thought  that  there  was  here  a  retention  of  the  property  with 
a  view  to  more  advantageous  winding-up,  and  that  rent  ought  to 
be  paid  in  full. 

There  are  three  cases  on  the  subject  of  rates.  The  first  is  In  re 
West  Hartlepool  Iron  Company,  34  L.  T.  (N.  S. )568, 
decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  *  Bacon  in  1876.  In  that  [*479] 
case  a  rate  had  been  made  before  the  commencement  of 
the  winding-up,  and  the  business  was  not  going  on.  The  ViCE- 
Chancellor  held  that  the  payment  of  the  rate  in  full  ought  not 
to  be  ordered,  on  the  ground- that  there  had  been  merely  possession 
and  occupation,  but  not  enjoyment.  The  next  is  In  re  JFatson, 
Kipling  &  Co.,  23  Ch.  I).  500;  52  L.  J.  Ch.  473.  Mr  Justice 
Kay  there  entered  very  fully  into  the  case,  and  pointed  out  that 
it  did  not  follow,  because  the  property  was  liable  to  rates,  that 
the  Court  would  give  leave  to  distrain  for  them  or  order  them  to 
be  paid  in  full,  and  his  Lordship,  rightly  or  wrongly,  came  to 
the  conclusion  of  fact  that  there  had  been  no  beneficial  occupa- 
tion. On  that  ground  he  refused  an  application  for  payment  in 
full.  The  third  case  is  In  re  International  Marine  Hydrojutthic 
Company,  heard  here  in  November  last  (28  Ch.  D.  470),  where  the 
official  lit[uidator  appealed  from  an  order  directing  him  to  pay 
rates.  The  authorities  were  then  considered,  and  tlie  Court  came 
to  the  conclusion  on  the  facts  that  the  case  did  not  come  within 
the  grounds  on  which  In  re  Wed  Hartlepool  Iron  Company,  34 
L.  T.  (N.  S. )  568  and  In  re  Watson,  Kipling  &  Co.  were  decided 
and  that  the  rates  must  be  paid. 

The  facts  of  the  present  case  are  these.  The  company  was 
formed  for  the  manufacture  of  arms.  It  was  stated  in  the  opening 
of  the  case,  and  was  not  contradicted,  that  the  liquidator  had 
retained  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  premises.  For  what  was 
it  retained  ?  Was  it  not  for  the  more  profitable  liquidation  of 
the  affairs  of  the  company  ?  At  the  commencement  of  the  liqui- 
dation the  company  had  contracts  on  hand  which  it  was  con- 
sidered desirable  to  complete,  and  they  were  completed.  It  had 
in  stock  a  number  of  unfinished  rifles ;  they  were  finished  and 
sold  at  a  profit.  It  appears  to  me  impossible  to  hold  that  under 
these  circumstances  there  has  not  been  a  beneficial  enjoyment  in 
this  sense  —  that  the  occupation  by  the  company  has  been  con- 
tinued with  a  view  to  the  more  advantageous  realization  of  its 
assets,  r  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  must  succeed. 
A-or,.  VII.  —  45 
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BOWEX,   L.    J.  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  broad  line  is  to  be  drawn  between 
obligations  which  have  accrued  before  the  commencement 
[*480]  of  the  *  winding-up  and  those  which  accrue  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  winding-up.  Persons  having  claims 
which  have  accrued  due  before  the  winding-up  must  come  in  as 
creditors  pari  passu.  But  on  principle  there  is  no  reason  why  a 
debt  properly  incurred  by  the  liquidator  after  the  commencement 
of  the  winding-up  should  nut  be  paid  in  full,  nor  can  I  see  why 
sums  becoming  due  after  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up, 
in  respect  of  property  of  which  the  liquidator  retains  possession 
for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  should  not  be  paid.  It  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  we  ought  to  enter  into  particular  inquiries 
—  what  is  the  nature  of  the  occupation,  or  whether  it  has  been 
in  the  result  profitable.  TJie  precise  nature  of  the  occupation  is 
no  doubt  under  the  ordinary  law  of  rating  material  as  regards  the 
amount  to  be  assessed  on  the  property ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to 
me  that  it  ought  to  be  held  material  in  any  other  way.  If  the 
company  retains  the  possession  of  property  which  would  be  rate- 
able in  the  hands  of  any  one  else,  it  is  only  reasonable  that  it 
should  be  rateable  in  the  hands  of  the  company.  If  the  retaining 
the  possession  of  property  after  the  commencement  of  the  winding- 
up  makes  the  company  liable  for  the  rent,  why  should  not  rates 
be  paid  in  respect  of  property  the  possession  of  which  is  retained 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company  ?  If  the  liquidator  is  bound  to  dis- 
charge the  claims  of  the  landlord,  why  should  he  not  be  liable  to 
pay  the  rates  imposed  by  statute? 

But  assuming  that  it  is  requisite  to  show  something  more  of 
enjoyment  than  is  required  by  the  ordinary  law  as  to  rating, 
something  such  as  is  referred  to  by  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon  in  In 
re  West  Hartlepool  Iron  Company,  it  was  distinctly  laid  down  in 
In  re  International  Marine  Hydroioathic  Company  that  the  avoid- 
ing of  loss  is  the  acquisition  of  gain.  It  is,  therefore,  not  neces- 
sary to  sliow  that  the  possession  of  the  premises  has  been  a  source 
of  actual  gain  to  the  company,  and  I  think  that  here  there  has 
been  enjoyment,  even  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Bacon.  As  regards  the  amount  of  the  rato,  I  think  we 
must  assume  that  the  property  has  been  ])ro])erly  rated.  It 
has  been  urged  that  it  evidently  is  rated  too  high,  and  that  we 
ought  to  decline  to  enforce  an   unjust  rate.     If  a  clear  case  of 
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*  exorbitant  rating  were  established,  I  should  be  sorry  to  [*4(S1] 
fetter  the  hands  of  the  Court  by  saying  that,  because  the 
liquidator  lias  not  appealed  against  it,  we  are  bound  to  enforce 
the  rate.  But  where  no  strong  case  of  a  manifestly  unjust  rate 
is  established,  it  would  in  my  opinion  be  ■pi'ssimi  ejcetupli  to  inter- 
fere on  the  ground  that  the  rate  may  be  too  high.  We  do  not  sit 
as  assessment  commissioners,  and  unless  it  appears  that  theie 
has  been  a  gross  miscarriage  of  justice,  a  liquidator  who  has  not 
appealed  in  the  regular  way  against  the  assessment,  cannot  appeal 
to  us.  Ill  re,  Watson,  Kipling  &  Co.  was  decided  upon  the  special 
facts  of  the  case.  Whether  the  decision  was  right  or  wrong  is 
not  material,  it  went  on  the  ground  that  the  possession  had  not 
been  beneficial  in  the  special  sense  to  which  I  have  alluded.  In 
the  present  case  we  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  occupation 
was  beneficial. 

Fry,  L.  J.  :  — 

When  a  company  is  wound  up,  the  creditors  who  are  such  at 
the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  stand  on  an  equal  footing 
as  between  themselves-.  But  if  after  that  period  the  company  or 
the  liquidator  on  its  behalf,  in  order  to  acquire  gain  or  to  avoid 
loss,  enter  into  contracts  or  occupy  land,  they  must  do  so  on  the 
same  terms  as  any  other  subjects  of  Her  Majesty,  and  neither  the 
persons  with  whom  the  contracts  are  entered  into,  nor  the  per- 
sons to  whom  sums  in  respect  of  the  land  are  payable,  whether 
landlords  or  rating  authorities,  are  bound  to  accept  a  dividend 
on  their  claims.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  rates  in 
question  must  be  paid  in  full. 

It  is  urged  that  the  rates  are  excessive,  and  that  the  Court, 
therefore,  ought  not  to  order  them  to  be  paid  in  full.  But  there 
are  well  known  means  of  reducing  the  assessment  where  a  pro])- 
erty  has  been  assessed  too  high.  The  liquidator  has  neglected  to 
adopt  these  means,  and  it  does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that 
an  assessment  against  which  he  did  not  think  fit  to  appeal  is  an 
improper  one. 

Some  discussion  took  place  as  to  the  form  of  the  order,   and 
ultimately  it  was  directed  that  the  liquidator  should  have 
liberty  *  to  pay  the  rates  in  full,  and  that  in  default  of  his    [*4S2j 
so  doing  the  corporation  should  be  at  liberty  to  distrain. 

BowEN,  L.  J.  :  — 

I  wish  to  add  that  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  test  given  by 
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A'ice-Chaiicellor  Bacon  in  the  case  of  In  re  ire.st  Harthpovl  Iron 
L'oiapaaii  is  the  true  cue.  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  the  true 
test  is  whether  there  has  been  a  beneHcial  occupation  within  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  those  woids  in  cases  as  to  rating,  and  I  wish 
to  leave  this  question  open,  in  case  it  should  ever  call  f(jr 
decision. 

Fry,  L.  J. :  — 

I  agree  in  the  remarks  of  Lord  Justice  Bowen,  and  desire  to 
keep  that  question  open. 

ENGLISH    NOTES. 

The  above  decision  was  followed  by  Williams,  J.,  in  Be  Blazer  Fir& 
Lhjht  Company  (21  Xov.  1894),  1893,  1  Ch.  402.  He  observed  that 
Lord  Justice  Bowen  had  suggested  wliat  is  no  doubt  the  true  test, 
namely,  whether  there  has  been  a  "beneficial  occupation"  within  the 
meaning  of  these  words  in  cases  as  to  rating;  and  he  lield  that  where 
a  caretaker  is  emplo3'ed  \)\  tlu-  li(juidator  to  take  possession  of  the  com- 
pany's business  premises  and  tlie  plant  thereon  to  prevent  trespass  and 
injury,  though  the  business  is  not  carried  on  and  there  is  no  intention 
to  sell  it  as  a  going  concern,  there  is  a  "beneficial  occupation"  in 
respect  of  which  rates  must  be  paid  in  fulL 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  in  Hquidation  to  pay  off  tax  liens 
upon  the  property.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Midland  R.  Co.,  117  United  States,  434  ; 
Humphrey  V.  Allen,  101  Illinois,  490. 


No.  41.  —  In  re  humber  IRON-WORKS  AND  SHIP- 
BUILDING COMPANY  (THE  WARRANT  FINANCE 
COMPANY'S  CASE). 

(en.  1869). 

RULE. 

An  order  to  wind  up  a  company  fixes  the  riglit  of  its 
creditors,  and  nullifies,  as  between  them,  all  contracts  for 
interest. 
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In  re  Humber  Ironworks  and  Shipbuilding  Company  i^The  Warrant 
Finance  Company's  Case;. 

38  L.  J.  Ch.  712-714  (.s  c.  L.  K.,  4  Ch.  643). 

Company.  —  Winding  iq).  —  Subsequent   Interest.  —  Competition   between 

Creditors. 
When  a  company  has  been  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  the  interest  upon  [712] 
debts  which  carry  interest   ceases  to  run    from   the   commencement 
of  the  winding-up,    unless  the  estate   is   sufficient  to  pay  all  debts  in  full, 
in  which  case  alone  subsequent  interest  can  be  claimed. 

In  the  case  of  a  .solvent  estate,  the  accounts  between  the  company  and 
creditors  must  be  ultimately  adjusted  as  if  no  winding-up  had  taken  place. 

Thi.s  was  an  apyieal  by  the  official  liquidator  of  the  above  com- 
pany'from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  compulsorily  on  the 
13th  of  March,  1866,  at  which  time  the  Warrant  Finance  Com- 
pany was  a  creditor  for  a  principal  sum  of  £25,000,  upon  which, 
if  it  should  not  he  paid  at  a  certain  date,  interest  at  £20  per  cent, 
per  annum  was  to  be  payal)le.  The  date  in  question  occurred 
shortly  after  the  winding-up. 

The  assets  of  the  company  had  not  been  realized,  but  it  was 
doubtful  whether  they  would  suffice  to  pay  the  principal  of  nU 
the  debts  owing  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up.  The  question, 
therefore,  arose  whether  any  dividend  should  be  now  paid  in 
respect  of  interest  on  the  debt  of  the  Warrant  Finance  Company. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  dividends  should  be 
declared  both  upon  the  principal  and  upon  the  interest  that  had 
accrued  at  the  time  of  declaring  the  dividends  respectively,  and 
that  these  dividends  should  be  separately  applied  in  reduction  of 
the  piincipal  and  interest.  It  appeared  that  there  was  a  difference 
of  practice  in  the  various  branches  of  the  Court,  and,  as  will  be 
seen  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Selwyn,  the  Judges  had 
been  unable  to  agree  upon  a  general  rule. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  appeal.  The  rule 
which  is  invariably  adopted  in  bankruptcy,  viz. ,  that  when  there 
is  a  deficiency  of  assets  dividends  should  only  be  made  upon  the 
principal  and  the  interest  that  has  accrued  at  the  date  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, ought  to  be  adopted  in  the  analogous  case  of  a  winding-up. 
Where  there  is  no  deficiency  of    assets   no  necessity  for  a  rule 
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arises,  for  in  that  ca.se  all  interest  must,  no  doubt,  be  paid.  The 
winding-up  ought  not  to  relieve  the  shareholders  of  their  liabili- 
ties. There  was,  therefore,  no  contest  between  creditors  whose 
debts  bore  interest  and  those  whose  debts  did  not,  in  the  cases  of 
In  re  the  State  Fire  Insurance  Company,  2  H.  &  M.  722;  34  L.  J. 
Ch.  58 ;  In  re  the  Herefordshire  Banking  Company,  36  L.  J.  Ch. 
806 ;  L.  R. ,  4  Eq.  250 ;  and  In  re  the  East  of  England  Banking 
Company,  38  L,  J.  Ch.  121;  L.  E. ,  4  Ch.  14;  because  in  tho.se 
cases  there  were  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts. 

Sir  R.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Warrant  Finance  Com- 
pany. The  rule  in  chancery  is  the  rule  which  ought  to  be  fol- 
lowed here,  and  not  the  rule  in  bankruptcy.  Dividends  ought 
tlierefore  to  be  calculated  upon  all  interest  as  well  as  principal, 
and  should  be  applied  in  reducing  interest  first  and  then  in  redu- 
cing principal.  They  referred  to,  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  170  ; 
the  Orders  of  the  11th  of  November,  1862,  r.  72  ;  Kellock's  Case, 
L.  R. ,  3  Ch.  769;  and  In  re  the  Xeres  Wine  Company,  L.  R. ,  3  Ch. 
769. 

Mr.  Westlake,  for  other  creditors. 

Mr.  Southgate,  in  reply. 

Lord  Justice  Selwyn.  We  have  several  times  considered  this 
case,  for  a  meeting  of  the  Judges  was  held  with  a  view  if  possible 
of  laying  down  a  general  rule.  But,  as  it  appeared  that  there  was 
no  uniform  practice,  no  final  decision  was  arrived  at,  it  being 
thought  advisable  to  leave  the  matter  to  be  decided  in  the 
[*713]  ordinary  course  of  judicial  proceedings.  It  is  *  matter  of 
surprise  that  after  the  number  of  years  during  which  wind- 
ing-up proceedings  have  taken  place  the  question  has  never  arisen 
for  judicial  decision.  It  now  comes  before  us  upon  the  recommen- 
dation of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  we  may  decide,  so  far 
as  the  authority  of  this  Court  can  decide,  wliat  rule  is  to  be  appli- 
calde  in  these  cases.  It  is  some  satisfaction  to  us  that,  in  forming 
a  rule  upon  the  point,  we  are  not  fettered  by  any  rule  which 
obliges  us  to  depart  from  what  appears  to  be  the  justice  of  the 
case. 

The  case  is,  I  believe,  unaffected  by  any  previous  decision,  for 
the  cases  which  were  alluded  to  —  Kellock's  Cose  and  In  re  the 
Xrres  Wine  Company  —  relate  to  an  entirely  different  point,  and 
the  effect  of  the  decisions  in  those  cases  is  only  this,  that  tlie  right 
of  a  creditor  having  a  mortgage  security  to  proceed  upon  all  his 
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remedies   at  once  was  not  taken  away  from  him  by  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Companies'  Act. 

In  the  present  case,  what  we  have  to  consider  is  the  position  of 
tlie^  several  creditors  of  the  company,  some  of  whom  have  a  right 
to  receive  interest,  others  having  debts  not  bearing  interest.  In 
the  first  place,  as  it  seems  to  me,  we  must  consider  the  case  under 
two  aspects,  according  as  there  is  or  there  is  not  a  surplus.  I 
apprehend  that  in  whatever  manner  the  dividends  may  have  been 
made,  whether  originally  in  respect  of  capital  or  in  respect  of 
interest,  still,  inasmuch  as  they  will  all  have  been  made  in  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  not  under  any  new  contract  or  agreement  between 
the  parties,  the  account  ultimately  must,  supposing  there  should 
prove  to  be  a  surplus,  be  taken  as  between  the  company  and  credi- 
tors in  the  ordinary  way,  that  is,  in  the  manner  pointed  out  in 
Boiven  v.  Morris,  Cr.-  &  Ph.  351 ;  10  L.  J.  Ch.  356,  by  treating 
the  dividends  as  ordinary  payments  on  account,  and  applying 
them,  in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of  the  interest  due  at  the 
respective  dates  of  declaring  them,  and  next  in  reduction  of  prin- 
cipal. This  disposes  of  all  question  where  there  is  a  surplus,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  or  difficulty  about  it. 

The  doubtful  question  is  when  the  estate  is  insolvent.  Now  it 
has  been  admitted,  very  properly,  that,  as  to  interest  due  at  the 
date  of  the  winding-up,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  Suppose,  at  the 
date  of  the  winding-up,  a  creditor  has  £1000  due  to  him  for  prin- 
cipal and  £100  for  interest,  he  would  prove  for  £1100,  and  if  a 
dividend  of  10s.  in  the  pound  were  declared  immediately,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  £550,  because  his  interest  due  at  the  date  of  the 
winding-up  is  just  as  much  a  debt  as  the  principal.  Suppose,  at 
the  same  time,  a  creditor  has  a  debt  of  £1000  which,  like  that  of 
the  respondents  in  this  case,  has  no  interest  due  upon  it,  although 
it  carried  interest,  and  a  dividend  of  10s.  in  the  pound  were 
declared,  he  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  only  entitled  to  £500. 
That  would  obviously  be  the  case  if  the  Court  could  do  what  it 
would  wish  to  do,  namely,  to  realize  all  the  assets  immediately 
and  distribute  them  among  the  creditors.  It  is  perhaps  difficult 
tu  suppose  that  in  any  case  the  assets  could  be  realized  so  imme- 
diately, but  if  they  consisted  merely  of  a  sum  of  money  in  the 
banker's  hands  which  could  be  paid  the  next  day,  that  would  be 
the  course  of  proceeding.  Justice,  I  think,  requires  that  that 
course  of  proceeding  should  be  followed,  and  that  no  person  should 
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be  prejudiced  by  the  accidental  delay  which,  in  consequence  of 
the  form  and  proceedings  of  the  Court  and  other  circumstance.'^;, 
actually  occur  in  realizing  the  assets,  but  that  all  the  money  of  an 
insolvent  estate,  being  realized  as  speedily  as  possible,  should  be 
applied  equally  and  ratably  in  payment  of  the  debts  as  they 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
nothing  should  be  allowed  for  interest  from  that  date.  Conse- 
quently, in  the  present  case,  this  debt  of  £25,000,  which  had  no 
interest  due  upon  it  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up,  should  stand 
as  a  debt  for  that  sum,  and  for  no  more.  I  have  already  guarded 
myself  from  being  supposed  to  say  that  the  Court  takes  upon  itself 
to  alter  the  right  of  the  creditors  to  any  further  extent,  or  to 
deprive  the  respondents  of  their  right  to  interest  at  the  full  rate  of 
£20  per  cent. ,  if  and  when  there  is  a  surplus  to  pay  it.  I  think 
that  as  the  tree  falls,  so  it  must  lie.      It  must  be  ascertained  what 

are  the  debts  which  existed  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up, 
[*714]    and  all  dividends  in  the  case  of  an  insolvent  estate  *  must 

be  declared  in  respect  of  the  debts  so  ascertained.  It  will, 
of  course,  be  understood  that  the  rule  we  now  lay  down  is  appli- 
cable to  all  cases  under  the  recent  act  where  creditors'  actions  are 
stayed. 

Lord  Justice  Giffaed.  I  think  it  quite  clear  that  the  170th 
section  of  the  Companies'  Act  has  no  reference  to  the  matter  before 
us.  Nor  can  I  consider  that  there  is  anything  in  Kelloch's  CaKe 
which  at  all  affects  the  present  question.  The  only  argument  of 
any  force  which  has  been  adduced  in  favour  of  computing  interest 
subsequently  to  the  winding-up  is  that  it  has  been  the  rule  which 
has  been  adopted  as  to  dead  men's  estates.  For  some  reason  or 
other,  dead  men's  estates  have  always  been  assumed  to  be  solvent, 
and  they  have  been  wound  up  on  that  footing ;  but  so  unjust  has 
that  been  found  that  it  has  been  necessary  to  have  a  positive  enact- 
ment to  give  interest  from  the  date  of  the  decree  to  simple  contract 
creditors  whose  debts  do  not  bear  interest.  I  think  therefore  that 
the  reason  of  the  thing  is  rather  against  the  rule  which  has  been 
adopted  as  to  dead  men's  estates  than  in  favour  of  it.  As  to  the 
rule  which  my  learned  Brother  has  laid  down,  it  is  the  rule  in 
bankruptcy.  That  rule  was,  it  has  been  said.  Judge-made  law ; 
but  it  was  made  after  great  consideration,  and  no  doubt  because  it 
works  with  equality  and  fairness  between  the  parties;  and  if  we 
are  to  consider  convenience,  it  is  quite  clear  that  where  an  estate 
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is  insolvent,  convenience  is  all  in  favour  of  stopping  the  computa- 
tion of  interest  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up.  For  these  reasons, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  dividends  ought  to  be  paid  on  the  debts  as 
they  stood  at  the  time  the  winding-up  commenced,  for  when  the 
estate  is  insolvent,  this  rule  has  the  utfect  of  distributing  the  assets 
in  the  fairest  way.  When  the  estate  is  solvent,  the  rule  works 
with  equal  fairness,  because  as  soon  as  it  is  ascertained  that  there 
is  a  surplus,  the  creditor  whose  debt  carries  interest  is  remitted  to 
his  original  right  under  his  contract:  and  on  the  other  hand  a 
creditor  who  is  not  entitled  by  his  contract  to  interest  does  not 
get  any.  Another  reason  may  be  added.  I  do  not  see  with  what 
justice  interest  can  be  computed  in  favour  of  creditors  whose  debts 
€arry  interest  when  other  creditors  are  stayed  from  recovering 
judgment,  and  so  obtaining  a  right  to  carry  interest. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Tliis  decision  was  followed  by  the  Lord  Chaxcellor  (Lord  Hather- 
ley)  ill  Re  Contract  Corporation,  Ebhw  Vale  ComjHini/''s  Case  (1869), 
L.  R.,  5  Ch.  112,.  39  L.  J.  Ch.  363;  and  by  Vice-Chaucellor  Wickens 
in  He  International  Contract  Company  {Huglies^  claim)  (1872),  L.  K-, 
13  Eq.  623,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  373.  The  learned  Judges  in  these  cases  to 
ijome  extent  anticipated  the  legislature  in  assimilating  the  practice  as 
to  competitions  between  creditors  in  the  case  of  insolvent  companies  to 
the  rules  in  bankruptcy,  in  disregard  of  the  then  practice  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  regard  to  the  estates  of  deceased  debtors  whether  sol- 
vent or  insolvent.  The  rule  as  to  all  insolvent  estates  in  process  of 
liquidation  is  now  for  certain  purposes  assimilated  by  section  10  of  the 
Judicature  Act  of  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  77).  See  English  notes  to 
In  re  Hopkins,  Willianis  v.  Hopkins,  No.  25  of  "Administration,'-*  2 
E.  C.  212. 
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COUNSEL. 


No.  1.  —  KENNEDY  v.  BEGUN. 
(c.  p.  1863.) 

No.  2.  — MUNSTER  v.  LAMB. 

(c.  A.  1883.) 

RULE. 

By  English  Law,  the  recovery  of  fees  payable  to  a 
barrister  cannot  be  enforced  by  action. 

No  action  will  lie  against  an  advocate  (barrister  or 
solicitor)  for  defamatory  words  spoken  with  reference  to 
and  in  the  course  of  an  inquiry  before  a  judicial  tribunal, 
even  if  they  are  uttered  maliciously. 

Kennedy  v.  Broun. 

32  L.  J.  C.  P.  137  (s.  c.  1.3  C.  B.  N.  S.  677). 

The  case  is  fully  set  out  as  No.  18  of  "  Action,"  1  E.  C.  789. 
Munster  v.  Lamb. 

C2  L.  J.  Q.  B.  726-734  (s.  c.  11  Q.  B.  IX  588;  49  L.  T.  252  ;  32  W.  K.  248). 
Counsel.  —  Privilege. 

[726]  The  privilege  of  an  advocate  witli  respect  to  defamatory  words  uttered 
by  him  as  advocate  in  the  course  of  a  judicial  inquiry  with  leferenoe  to 
the  suLject-matter  of  that  inquiry  is  absolute  and  unqualified.  No  action  can 
be  maintained  against  him  for  such  words  even  though  they  were  irrelevant 
and  spoken  maliciously  and  witliout  reasonable  cause. 

[727]  This  was  an  action,  tried  before  Williams,  J.,  and  a  special 
jury,  against  tlie  defendant  for  defamatory  expressions  used  by 
him  while  acting  as  an  advocate  for  a  woman  of  the  name  of  Hill, 
against  whom  a  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  plaintiff,  and  heard 
at  Brighton  on  the  9th  of  June,  1878,  charging  her  with  adminis- 
tering certain  narcotic  drugs  to  a   Mrs.  Cartwright,  in  February, 
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1878,  with  a  view  to  committing  a  burglary  on  the  premises  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  whose  house  Mrs.  Cartwright  resided.  At  the  trial,  ou 
the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff",  the  learned  Judge 
held  that  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  as  the  defendant  was 
privileged  while  acting  as  an  advocate,  and  no  action  would  lie 
against  him  for  any  words  spoken  by  him  in  the  conduct  of  a  case. 
The  words  complained  of  were  used  on  two  occasions  on  the  first 
hearing  of  the  summons.  A  remand  was  applied  for  by  the  advo- 
cate for  the  prosecutor,  when  the  defendant,  remarking  on  the 
inconvenience  of  remands,  said  that  the  plaintiff  had  sliut  up  the 
sister  of  Ellen  Hill  in  a  convent  with  the  view  of  keeping  her 
away  from  being  a  witness.  A  remand  was  granted  to  the  17tli, 
when  the  defendant  again  appeared  on  behalf  of  Ellen  Hill,  and 
during  the  further  hearing  of  the  case  made  the  following  state- 
ments :  "I  have  my  own  opinion  for  what  purpose  all  these  young 
women  may  have  been  resident  in  the  house  of  Mr.  Munster ;  " 
and  "  I  can  beligve  that  there  may  have  been  drugs  in  the  house  of 
Munster,  and  I  have  my  own  opinion  for  what  purpose  they  were 
there,  and  for  what  they  may  have  been  used." 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  against  which 
cause  was  shown  on  the  7th  of  May,  188  3,  by 

F.  Gore  (with  him  E.  Clarke,  Q.  C),  for  the  defendant.  —  The 
words  spoken  were  relevant  to  the  evidence.  The  words  first  com- 
plained of  were  spoken  with  reference  to  the  adjournment,  and 
suggested  that  other  witnesses  might  be  kept  away.  But  that  is 
not  the  true  test,  Seaman  v.  Netherclift,  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  128  ;  2 
C.  P.  D.  53,  if  the  words  relate  to  the  matter  in  hand. 

The  words  spoken  on  the  second  occasion  were  used  as  suggest- 
ing the  improbability  of  the  prisoner  having  obtained  the  drugs, 
and  the  probability  of  the  drugs  being  in  the  house.  The  cross- 
examination  of  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  was  as  to  how  tlie 
prisoner  obtained  the  drugs.  Those  words  had  reference  to  the 
case,  and  that  is  all  that  is  requisite.  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett,  1  ?>.  & 
Aid.  232,  19  E.  E.  301,  and  Dawkins  v.  Rolehij,  45  L.  J.  Q.  P..  8  ; 
L.  E.,  7  H.  L.  744.  The  privilege  of  counsel  is  parallel  with  that 
of  a  Judge. 

Waddy,  Q.  C.  (with  him  Woollett),  for  the  plaintiff.  —  The 
words  spoken  must  be  relevant  to  the  issue,  as  was  said  by 
Lopes,  J.,  in  granting  the  rule.  Here  they  were  an  utterly  irrel- 
evant attack  on  the  plaintiff's  personal   character.     The  jury  is 
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the  judge  of  the  relevancy.  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  says,  in  Seaman 
V.  Ndlierdift,  "  It  has  never  been  decided  that  counsel  may  not  be 
liable  even  for  words  spoken  in  the  course  of  the  case,  if  the  words 
were  irrelevant,  and  spoken  mala  fide  and  with  express  malice,  all 
of  which  qualities  in  the  words  must  be  questions  of  fact  and  for 
the  jury."  The  words  spoken  must  have  reference  to  the  matter 
in  hand;  that  in  this  case  was  the  prisoner's  guilt,  not  the  con- 
duct of  the  prosecutor.  They  must  be  used  in  the  legal  and  neces- 
sary exercise  of  the  advocate's  function,  and  pertinent  to  the  matter 
in  dispute  ;  if  not,  an  action  will  lie.  Brook  v.  Montague,  Cro. 
Jac.  90.  The  privilege  is  limited  by  relevancy.  Hirjginson  v. 
(J Flaherty,  4  Ir.  C.  L.  Eep.  125;  Kennedy  v.  HilUard,  10  Jr.  C.  L. 
liep.  195 ;  Seaman  v.  Ndlierdift;  Flint  v.  Pike,  4  B.  &  C.  473 ;  and 
Hodgson  v.  Scarlett. 

Mathew,  J.  (on  May  8,  1883). — The  circumstances  that  gave 
rise  to  this   action  were  these  :  On  the  7th   of  June,   1881,  the 

plaintiff  prosecuted  a  woman  named  Hill,  whose  husband 
[*  728]  had  already  pleaded  *  guilty  of  burglary  'in  the  house  of 

the  prosecutor,  on  a  charge  of  administering  narcotic  drugs 
to  the  prosecutor's  servants,  with  the  object  of  facilitating  the 
burcrlarv.  On  the  first  hearing  a  remand  was  asked  for,  in  order 
to  obtain  further  evidence,  and  in  opposition  to  that  application 
the  defendant,  while  pointing  out  the  danger  to  the  prisoner  in- 
curred by  such  adjournment,  used  the  words  lirst  complained  of, 
no  doubt  imputing  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  spirited  away  the 
prisoner's  sister  and  shut  her  up  in  a  convent,  with  the  object  of 
preventing  her  giving  evidence  in  the  prisoner's  favour.  As  to 
this  first  complaint,  however,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  virtually 
abandons  it;  but  it  is  not  beyond  question  whether  the  words  are 
defamatory  j^^r  se,  and  as  they  appear  to  have  been  within  the 
defendant's  instructions,  they  are  within  the  privilege  of  an  advo- 
cate. On  the  further  hearing  it  was  suggested  by  the  evidence  of 
tlie  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  that  a  narcotic  drug  had  been 
administered  to  several  young  women  living  in  the  plaintiffs  house, 
in  which  house,  however,  he  was  not  resident;  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  enough  had  been  shown  by  that  evidence  to  justify  the 
magistrates  in  detaining  the  prisoner  further.  This  it  was  the 
defendant's  duty  to  resist,  and  in  the  course  of  his  address  to 
the  magistrates  he  used  the  words  which  were  the  chief  subject  of 
complaint.     He  deemed  it  his  duty  in  the  interest  of  his  client  to 
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account  for  the  presence  of  any  of  the  narcotic  drug  on  the  plain- 
tiff's premises,  and  suggested  that  it  might  have  been  brought 
there  by  Mr.  Minister  himself,  with  the  intention  of  using  it  for 
some  immoral  and  criminal  purpose,  and  in  making  this  suggestion 
he  used  the  words  which  are  the  principal  ground  of  this  action. 
There  was  no  attempt  on  the  part  of  counsel  for  the  defendant  to 
justify  or  excuse  the  expressions  used ;  in  fact,  it  would  have  been 
impossible  to  do  so,  as  the  imputation  cast  on  the  plaintiff  was 
altogether  unfounded,  and,  but  for  its  gravity,  absurd.  Had  such 
language  been  used  in  a  superior  Court,  it  would  have  elicited  a 
sharp  reprimand  from  the  learned  Judge.  Doubtless  the  magis- 
trates did  not  make  any  observations  on  these  expressions  because 
they  thought  them  too  unreasonable  to  deserve  attention.  But 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  while  not  denying  the  impropriety  of 
the  lamjuaoe  used,  arsfued  that  the  lan^uacre  of  an  advocate,  how- 
ever  unbecoming  or  ill-advised,  is  privileged  from  action,  if  he 
speaks  in  good  faith  and  in  discharge  of  what  he  honestly  considers 
to  be  his  duty  to  his  client.  For  the  defendant  the  decisions  in 
the  cases  from  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett  down  to  Dawhins  v.  Rohchif 
were  relied  on  as  showing  that  the  privilege  of  an  advocate  is 
similar  to  that  of  the  Judge  and  the  witness,  and  as  based  on  the 
principle  that  it  is  indispensable  in  the  interests  of  suitors  that 
those  who  conduct  or  take  part  in  legal  proceedings  should  be  free 
and  independent  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  and  that  their  con- 
duct for  that  reason  should  not  be  subject  to  be  brought  in  ques- 
tion before  a  jury  upon  a  subsequent  trial.  For  the  plaintiff'  it 
was  contended  that  it  is  the  advocate's  duty  to  state  to  the  Court 
with  critical  accuracy  what  was  contained  in  his  instructions,  and 
to  comment  fairly  and  reasonably  upon  the  evidence  given  in  the 
case ;  and  that  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  any  departure  from  the 
line  of  his  duty,  as  to  the  fact  of  which  departure  a  jury,  it  was 
said,  were  the  proper  judges.  To  support  this  contention  the  cases 
of  Flint  V.  Pihe,  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett  and  a  passage  in  the  judgment 
of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Coleridge  in  Seaman  v.  Netherclift  were 
relied  on;  but  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  authority  for  it.  It  is 
true,  as  pointed  out  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff —  and  it  is  greatly 
to  the  credit  of  the  bar  that  it  is  so  —  that  in  no  case  has  there 
been  any  difficulty  in  showing  that  the  w^ords  complained  of  in 
actions  against  advocates  were  relevant  to  the  matter  in  hand  in 
the  strictest  sense;  but  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  advocate  would 
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licit  be  protected  iu  a  case  where  this  strict  relevancy  could  not  he 
proved.  When  the  advocate  is  in  the  right,  the  privilege  is  not 
needed.  As  to  the  argument  ab  inconveniente,  though  it  may  be 
inconvenient  that  advocates  should  have  the  power,  subject  only 
to  reprimand,  or  it  may  be  punishment,  from  the  Judge  who  pre- 
sides, to  abuse  this  right  of  freedom  of  speech,  it  would 
[*  729]  cause  far  greater  *  inconvenience  to  suitors  if  advocates 
were  harassed  and  enfeebled  in  their  endeavours  to  per- 
form their  duties  to  their  clients  by  fear  of  subsequent  litigation 
being  entered  into  against  them.  In  such  a  case  advocates  would 
not  be  so  independent  as  those  persons  whose  circumstances  ren- 
dered it  useless  to  sue  them  in  an  action.  The  passage  in  Seaman 
V.  Netherclift  does  not,  it  seems  to  me,  qualify  the  principles  laid 
down  in  the  earlier  cases,  but  only,  as  I  think,  lays  down  this,  that 
for  defamatory  statements  made  by  an  advocate  outside  his  office 
of  advocate  and  with  no  reference  to  the  subject  before  the  Court, 
and  therefore,  necessarily  irrelevant  and  made  in  bad  faith,  an 
action  will  lie  against  the  counsel  who  makes  them.  But  here,  I 
think,  the  expressions  complained  of  were  within  the  line  indicated 
by  the  authorities  as  the  boundaries  of  the  advocate's  privilege, 
and  the  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  was  therefore  right.  This  rule 
must  therefore  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Smith,  J.,  concurred. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

AVaddy,  Q.  C,  Woollett  and  H.  T.  Atkinson,  for  the  plaintiff.  — 
If  the  course  of  legal  decision  be  examined,  it  will  appear  that  the 
protection  given  by  the  law  to  advocates  is  by  no  means  so  wide  as 
that  given  to  Judges  and  witnesses.  To  protect  an  advocate  from 
an  action  iox  defamatory  words  spoken  by  him  in  the  course  of  a 
judicial  inquiry,  they  must  be  relevant,  and  there  must  lie  an 
absence  of  malice.  In  the  present  case  the  words  comj^lained  of 
were  not  relevant,  there  was  no  reasonable  ground  for  the  use  of 
them,  and  the  case  should  have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  on 
the  question  of  express  malice.  Brook  v.  Montague;  Hodgson  v. 
Scarlett ;  Flint  v.  Pike;  Needham  v.  Doivling,  15  L.  J.  C.  V.  9; 
RoUnson  v.  May,  2  Smith,  3 ;  7  Pi.  R.  774 ;  Butt  v.  Jackson,  10  Ir. 
L.  R  120;  Bevis  v.  Smith,  18  C.  B.  126;  25  L.  J.  C.R  195;  Hig- 
ginson  v.  O" Flaherty  ;  Henderson  v.  Broomhead,  4  H.  &  N.  569  ; 
28  L.  J.  Ex.  361 ;  Kennedy  v.  Hilliard ;  Mackay  v.  Ford,  5  H.  & 
N.  792;  29  L.  J.  Ex.  404;  Scott  v.  Stansjield,  37  L.  J.  Plx.  155; 
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L.  E.  3  Ex.  220  ;  TJte  King  v.  Skinner,  Loft't,  55  ;  Daivhins  v.  Lord 
ItoJceby ;  Seaman  v.  Netlierclift ;  Allardicc  v.  Bohertson,  1  Dow, 
495 ;  Kendillon  v.  Maltly,  2  Moo.  &  E.  438 ;  and  Clark  v.  Moly- 
7ieux,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  230  ;  3  Q.  B.  D.  237,  were  cited. 

Clarke,  Q.  C,  and  Gore,  for  the  defendant,  were  not  called  on. 

Brett,  M.  E.  An  action  for  defamation  was  brought  against  a 
solicitor  who  was  acting  as  an  advocate  for  a  person  brought  before 
a  Court  of  justice  on  a  charge.  The  action  was  brought  for  some 
words  which  he  uttered  while  so  acting  as  an  advocate.  I  assume 
that  the  defendant  to  this  action  spoke  the  words  maliciously,  in 
the  sense  that  he  did  not  speak  them  for  the  purpose  of  doing  any- 
thing that  could  really  be  useful ;  that  he  spoke  them  without 
justification;  and  that  he  spoke  them  from  an  indirect  motive, — 
that  is,  from  a  feeling  of  anger  against  the  then  prosecutor,  the 
now  plaintiff.  I  assume  all  this.  I  assume  the  words  spoken 
were  irrelevant  as  to  any  issue  of  fact  then  before  the  Court ;  and, 
assuming  all  this,  I  hold  that  no  action  will  lie  against  the  defend- 
ant for  uttering  these  words,  as  they  were  spoken  with  reference 
to  and  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry  which  was  then  being  held. 

It  has  been  said  that  any  person  who  is  defamed  has  prima  facie 
a  cause  of  action,  and  that  in  such  a  case  the  person  who  speaks 
the  defamatory  words  must  show  that  he  has  by  law  a  defence  to 
the  action,  and  that  he  can  have  no  defence  unless  he  can  show  he 
has,  by  statute  or  by  decision  given  in  a  similar  case,  that  which 
the  Courts  have  lield  to  be  a  defence  to  such  an  action.  I  am 
unable  to  agree  with  this  proposition.  I  think  that  the  common 
law  consists  of  principles  which  are  stated  by  Judges  to  have  pre- 
vailed during  the  whole  time  through  which  the  common 
law  has  existed.  Judges  do  not  make  the  *law;  they  [*  730] 
only  declare  that  to  be  law  with  regard  to  certain  facts 
which  has  always  been  the  law.  They  are  obliged  to  apply  the 
common  law  to  meet  different  facts  which  may  arise  in  different 
cases ;  and  as  new  facts,  or  complications  of  facts,  are  continually 
arising,  it  may  sometimes  seem  as  though  the  Judges  were  declar- 
ing new  law,  when  they  are  only  applying  the  old  common  law  to 
the  new  cases  upon  which  they  have  to  decide. 

Is  there,  then,  a  principle  of  the  common  law  of  England  which 
has  always  existed,  and  which  now  has  to  be  applied  for  the  first 
time,  perhaps,  to  the  exact  facts  which  exist  in  this  case  ? 

There  are  decisions   on  cases  which   may  be  called  analogous 
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cases,  and  if  there  is  a  principle  of  law  which  has  been  applied  to 
•cases  containing  analogous  facts,  it  must  now  be  applied   to  the 
facts  of  this  case. 

Actions  for  written  libel  or  spoken  slander  are  subject  to  a  well- 
known  principle  of  law,  —  that  if  the  thing  complained  of  is  writ- 
ten or  spoken  on  certain  occasions,  then  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained. It  is  not  that  the  action  is  subject  to  a  defence,  but  it  is 
that,  if  the  defamatory  statement  is  written  or  spoken  on  an 
occasion  which  renders  it  privileged,  there  is  then  no  libel  or 
slander  at  all  of  which  the  law  will  take  notice.  Privileged  oc- 
casions have  been  recognised  by  the  law  for  sound  practical  rea- 
sons. In  this  case  that  which  raises  the  privilege  is  that  the 
defamatory  words  were  uttered  in  the  course  of  an  inquiry  with 
reference  to  the  administration  of  the  law.  It  has  been  admitted 
that  an  advocate  or  counsel  has  a  privilege  for  some  things  which 
may  be  uttered  in  the  course  of  an  inquiry  with  reference  to  the 
administration  of  the  law.  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  advocate  is 
acting  honci  fide,  and  if  what  he  says  is  relevant  to  the  inquiry, 
then  there  is  a  privilege.  But  it  has  been  argued  that,  if  an  advo- 
cate does  not  act  land  fide,  or  if  what  he  says  is  not  relevant,  then 
such  an  advocate  is  not  a  person  to  whom  the  privilege  applies. 
Certain  persons  have  been  specified  in  decided  cases  as  persons  to 
whom  this  privilege  does  apply  :  they  are  Judges,  advocates,  parties 
and  witnesses.  With  regard  to  three  of  these  four  classes  —  that 
is,  to  all  except  advocates  —  there  are  undoubtedly  decisions  to 
that  effect ;  and  it  is  clearly  laid  down  that  what  those  persons 
say  witli  reference  to  the  matter  inquired  into  is  privileged,  and 
that  against  tliem  no  action  for  libel  or  slander  can  for  such  mat- 
ters l)e  maintained.  But  it  has  been  said  in  argument  on  this 
appeal  that  those  persons-  so  specified  are  piivileged  only  if  they 
speak  the  words  complained  of  without  malice,  and  if  the  words 
are  relevant  to  the  inquiry ;  and  that  if  these  conditions  do  not 
exist,  then  that  they  are  not  privileged. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  law  has  not  always  been  stated 
in  the  .same  way  in  all  the  decided  cases,  and  that  different  Judges 
have  expressed  themselves  in  somewhat  different  terras. 

With  regard  to  witnesses,  it  was  decided  in  Revis  v.  Smith,  and 
Henders^on  v.  BToomhead,  that  the  general  conclusion  is  that  all 
words  spoken  with  reference  to  the  matter  before  the  Court, 
whether  relevant  or  not,  whether  malicious  or  not,  cannot  be  the 
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subject  of  any  action,  and  that  a  privilege  exists  in  respect  of  what 
is  so  affirmed  by  the  witness,  either  viva  voce  or  on  affidavit. 

It  was  suggested  at  one  time  that,  although  a  witness  who  thus 
spoke  was  not  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  for  defamation  for 
the  defamatory  words  so  uttered,  yet  that  he  might  be  liable  to 
another  action  on  the  case,  —  to  an  action  analogous  to  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution.  That  has,  no  doubt,  been  suggested  at 
different  times  by  Judges  of  high  authority  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  wholly  untenable :  for  if  there  could  be  in  such  a  case  no  action 
for  libel  or  slander,  how  could  an  action  be  maintained  for  that 
which  was  the  same  thing  in  substance  by  merely  altering  the 
form  of  the  action  ?  The  suggested  action  must  be  dealt  with  as 
it  was  dealt  with  by  Mr.  Justice  Cromptijx,  a  master  of  pleading, 
in  Henderson  v.  Broomliead ;  where  he  said:  "The  attempts  to 
obtain  redress  for  defamation  having  failed,  an  effort  was  made  in 
Revis  V.  Smith,  to  sustain  an  action  analogous  to  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution.     That  seems  to  have  been  done  in  despair." 

Nothing  could  be  more  strong  or  more  picturesque  to 
show  his  opinion  that  the  *  suggested  cause  of  action  [*  731] 
could  not  exist.  The  answer  was  given  in  the  time  of 
Queen  Elizabeth,  and  it  has  been  given  again  in  recent  years, 
that  no  such  action  can  be  maintained,  because  such  an  action 
never  has  been  maintained  ;  and  yet,  if  there  could  be  such  an 
action,  occasion  must  have  arisen  for  it.  In  Henderson  v.  Broom- 
head,  Mr.  Justice  Cromptox  also  said,  with  regard  to  witnesses  : 
"  My  brother  Martix  held  that,  even  if  the  slanderous  matter 
was  proved  to  be  malicious  and  false  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant,  the  action  would  not  lie.  No  action  will  lie  for  words 
spoken  or  written  in  the  course  of  any  judicial  proceeding.  In 
spite  of  all  that  can  be  said  against  it,  we  find  the  rule  acted  upon 
from  the  earliest  times.  The  mischief  would  be  immense  if  the 
person  aggrieved,  instead  of  preferring  an  indictment  for  perjury  " 
—  that  remark  of  course  applies  only  to  witnesses  —  "  could  turn 
his  complaint  into  a  civil  action.  By  universal  assent,  it  appears 
that  in  this  country  no  such  action  lies.  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell 
pointed  out,  in  Revis  v.  Sviith,  that  the  inconvenience  is  mucli 
less^than  it  would  be  if  the  rule  were  otherwise.  The  origin  of 
the  rule  was  the  great  mischief  that  would  result  if  witnesses  in 
Courts  of  justice  were  not  at  liberty  to  speak  freely,  subject  only 
to  the  animadversion  of  the  Court." 
VOL.  VII.  —  4G 
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The  reason  for  the  rule  is  not  anything  peculiar  to  a  witness  or 
a  party,  but  the  reason  is  that  the  rule  is  necessary  for  the  due  ad- 
ministration of  the  law  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large, — 
that  is,  the  reason  of  the  rule  is  public  policy. 

The  case  of  a  Judge  was  especially  considered  in  Scott  x.  Stans- 
field,  and  the  principle  was  applied  to  all  Judges,  notwithstanding 
that  the  words  complained  of  were  spoken  by  them  maliciously 
and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  "This  provision  of 
the  law,"  said  Lord  Chief  Baron  Kelly,  "  is  not  for  the  protection 
or  benefit  of  a  malicious  or  corrupt  Judge,  but  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  whose  interest  it  is  that  the  Judges  should  be  at  liberty 
to  exercise  their  functions  with  independence  and  without  fear  of 
consequences.  How  could  a  Judge  so  exercise  his  office  if  he  were 
in  daily  and  hourly  fear  of  an  action  being  brought  against  him, 
and  of  having  the  question  submitted  to  a  jury  whether  a  matter 
on  which  he  had  commented  judicially  was  or  was  not  relevant  to 
the  case  before  him  ? "  There,  again,  the  privilege  is  put  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy ;  and  in  the  same  case  Baron  Martin  said : 
"  The  plea  states  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  when  he  spake 
the  words  complained  of,  was  sitting  as  the  Judge  of  a  Court  of 
record,  and  spoke  them  while  acting  in  his  capacity  of  Judge  and 
trying  a  cause  within  his  jurisdiction  in  which  the  present  plaintiff 
was  defendant.  If  such  words,  spoken  under  such  circumstances, 
were  the  subject  of  an  action  of  slander,  tlie  most  mischievous  con- 
sequences would  ensue.  No  Judge,  as  my  Lord  has  pointed  out, 
would  then  be  able  freely  to  administer  justice  ;  for  if  it  were  al- 
leged, as  is  the  case  here,  that  he  spoke  falsely  and  maliciously, 
and  not  hona  fide  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  that  what  he 
said  was  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in  hand,  a  jury  would  have  to 
determine  the  question  whether  what  he  said  in  the  course  of  a 
case  which  he  had  jurisdiction  to  try  was  or  was  not  said  under 
the  circumstances  so  alleged.  What  Judge  could  try  a  case  with 
any  degree  of  independence  if  he  was  to  be  afterwards  subject  to 
have  his  conduct  in  the  administration  of  justice  commented  upon 
to  a  jury,  and  the  propriety  of  it  determined  by  them  ? " 

That  is  a  decision  on  the  whole  question,  not  merely  on  the 
question  of  relevancy.  It  is  a  decision  tlint,  taking  tlie  balance 
of  convenience  and  inconvenience,  and  of  benefit  and  mischief  to 
the  ])ublic,  it  is  better  that  Judges  should  not  be  subject  to  the 
fear  of  an  action  for  anything  said  by  them  in  the  course  of  their 
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judicial  duty.  The  conclusion  therefore  is  direct,  that  witnesses 
and  Judges  are  within  the  privilege,  even  though  they  may  have 
acted  from  an  indirect  motive,  and  that  even  in  such  case  words  so 
spoken  by  them  are  not  actionable. 

The  case  of  Daivhins  v.  Lord  Rohcby  was  before  the  Courts 
twice,  and  was  afterwards  heard  before  the  House  of  Lords.  In 
that  case  it  was  assumed,  as  a  matter  of  logical  assumption,  that 
there  was  malice  and  falsehood  ;  and  on  that  purely  logical 
assumption  the  case  was  decided.  On  this  *  assumption  [*  732] 
it  was  then  held  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  for 
statements,  whether  oral  or  written,  made  by  a  witness  before  a 
court-martial,  even  though  made  mala  fide  and  with  a  direct 
malice.  Nothing  could  be  more  strong  and  decisive  than  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  error,  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  that 
case.  It  was  a  written  considered  judgment  of  ten  Judges,  de- 
livered by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  ;  but,  as  is  well  known,  every 
phrase  of  such  a  judgment  must  have  been  submitted  to  each  of 
the  Judges,  and  each  Judge  must  have  signified  his  concurrence  in 
the  whole  judgment.  The  ground  of  that  judgment  is  that  the 
privilege  exists,  not  for  the  protection  of  the  witness  alone,  but  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  in  order  that  it  may  have  justice  admin- 
istered perfectly  free  and  unfettered. 

The  same  principle  was  again  laid  down  in  this  Court  in  Sea- 
man V.  Nether clift,  and  on  the  same  ground.  The  Siime  principle 
also  applies  to  parties  to  a  cause. 

If  it  is  right  and  wise  that  such  a  privilege  shall  be  extended  to 
a  Judge,  even  though  what  he  says  is  said  with  malice,  even  though 
it  is  irrelevant  and  spoken  without  reasonable  and  j)robable  cause, 
—  and  if  the  privilege  is  equally  given  to  a  witness  who  speaks  or 
acts  in  a  similar  way,  how  can  it  be  considered  that  it  is  not  equally, 
I  would  say  more,  beneficial  to  the  public  that  a  counsel  and  an 
advocate  should  come  to  the  performance  of  his  duty  with  an 
equally  free  and  unfettered  mind  ?  If  any  one  needs  to  be  free  of 
all  fear  in  the  performance  of  his  arduous  duty  an  advocate  is  that 
person.  His  is  a  position  of  difficulty  :  he  does  not  speak  of  that 
which  he  knows,  but  he  has  to  argue  and  to  support  a  thesis, 
which  it  is  for  him  to  contend  for ;  he  has  to  do  this  in  such  a 
way  as  not  to  degrade  himself ;  but  he  has  to  do  it  under  difficul- 
ties which  are  often  pressing.  If  in  this  position  of  difficulty  he 
had  to  consider  whether  everything  which  he  uttered  were  false 
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or  true,  relevant  or  irrelevant,  he  could  not  possibly  perform  his 
duty  with  advantage  to  his  client ;  and  the  protection  which  he 
needs  and  the  privilege  which  must  be  acceded  to  him  is  needtd 
and  accorded  above  all  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  puhlic. 
If  this  be  so,  then  most  certainly  the  reason  of  the  rule  covers  an 
advocate  more  than  it  would  a  witness,  as  it  is  of  the  last  impor- 
tance that  he  should  be  able  to  keep  his  mind  clear,  calm  and  free. 
It  is  illogical  to  say  that  the  protection  is  not  wanted  for  an  ad- 
vocate who  maliciously  and  deliberately  does  utter  defamatory 
words  in  the  course  of  a  judicial  inquiry  ;  that  is  not  the  ground 
of  or  the  reason  for  the  rule ;  the  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  an 
advocate  who  is  innocent  of  malice  or  recklessness  would  be  the 
one  to  suffer ;  he  would  he  put  to  trouble,  and  the  public  would 
thereby  suffer,  so  that  the  rule  must  on  that  ground  be  large  in  its 
terms. 

The  judgment  in  Daivkins  v.  Lord  RoTichj,  42  L.  J.  Q.  B.  63,  at 
p.  69  ;  L.  E.  8  Q.  B.,  255,  at  p.  263,  to  which  I  have  referred,  lays 
down  the  rule  that  "  the  authorities  are  clear,  uniform,  and  con- 
clusive, that  no  action  of  libel  or  slander  lies,  whether  against 
judges,  counsel,  witnesses  or  parties,  for  words  written  or  spoken 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  any  proceeding  before  any  Court  or 
tribunal  recognized  by  law."  Lord  Mansfield  in  21ie  King  v. 
Skinner  observes  :  "Neither  party,  witness,  counsel,  jury,  or  Judge,, 
can  be  put  to  answer  civilly  or  criminally  for  words  spoken  in 
office."  Lord  Mansfield  was  a  great  enunciator  of  principles,  and 
w\as  careful  to  lay  down  a  principle  in  terms  which  he  thouglit 
would  cover  every  case  to  which  the  piinciple  ought  to  be  ap- 
plied, and  that  principle  of  his  is  adopted  in  the  unanimous  judg- 
ment of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Dawhins  v.  Lord  Rokebrj,  which 
was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  principle  and  the  reason  of  the  rule  applies  with  even 
more  force  to  the  case  of  advocates  than  to  any  of  the  other  ca.ses 
mentioned. 

In  Kennedy  v.  LliUiard,  elaborate  and  learned  judgments  weie 
delivered,  in  wdiich  all  the  cases  were  referred  to  and  discussed, 
and  in  wliich  the  same  conclusion  was  come  to  with  regard  to  a 
witness  as  had  been  arrived  at  in  this  country.     It  was  there  said 

by  Chief  Baron  Picot  :  "  Upon  a  review  of  the  authorities, 
[*  733]    it  appears  to  *  me  that  tlie  law  is  correctly  laid  down  in 

the  following  proposition  witli   wliich   Mr.  Starkie,  in  his 
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Treatise  on  Libel  and  Slander,  closes  his  description  of  this  part 
of  the  subject  —  namely,  '  that  an  action  of  slander  cannot  be 
maintained  for  anything  said,  or  otherwise  published,  by  either  a 
Judge,  a  party,  or  a  witness  in  a  due  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding, 
whether  criminal  or  civil.'  I  take  this  to  be  a  rule  of  law,  not 
founded  (as  is  the  protection  in  other  cases  of  privileged  state- 
ments) on  the  absence  of  malice  in  the  party  sued,  but  founded  on 
public  policy,  which  requires  that  a  Judge  in  dealing  with  the 
matter  before  him,  a  party  in  preferring  or  resisting  a  legal  pro- 
ceeding, and  a  witness  in  giving  evidence  oral  or  written  in  a 
Court  of  justice,  shall  do  so  with  his  mind  unintiuenced  by  the 
fear  of  an  action  for  defamation  or  a  prosecution  for  libel." 

Into  the  rule  so  laid  down  and  adopted  with  regard  to  witnesses, 
it  is  I  think  clear  that  the  word  counsel  or  advocate  must  be  intro- 
duced, and  then  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  is  truly  ex- 
pressed. In  such  a  case,  then,  the  question  of  malice  cannot  be 
raised,  the  question  of  bona  fides  cannot  be  raised,  the  question  of 
relevancy  cannot  be  raised ;  the  only  question  which  can  be  raised 
is  whether  what  was  said  was  said  in  the  course  of  the  administra- 
tion of  the  law;  and  if  that  be  so,  then  the  action  against  an 
advocate  must  be  stopped,  since  for  words  so  uttered  neither  civil 
a:tion  nor  criminal  prosecution  can  be  maintained. 

It  is  obvious  from  our  judgment  that  we  do  not  agree  with  what 
was  said  by  Lord  Dexman  at  Nisi  Friiis  in  the  case  of  Kendilloii  v. 
Malthy. 

The  appeal  must  accordingly  be  dismissed. 

Fry,  L.  J. :  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and,  agreeing,  as  I  do  with 
the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  I  will  add  but  little. 

It  is  said  that  there  has  hitherto  been  no  direct  decision  on  the 
point  raised  by  the  facts  in  this  case ;  and  that  is  true,  for  in  the 
cases  cited  the  question  does  not  appear  to  have  been  necessarily 
raised  whether  an  advocate  has  the  privilege  accorded  to  Judges, 
witnesses,  and  parties ;  but  in  those  cases  there  have  been  several 
highly  important  and  very  weighty  dicta  which  bear  directly  on 
this  question.  I  will  refer  first  to  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Skinner, 
decided  now  more  than  a  century  ago,  in  which  Lord  Mansfield 
said  that  "  neither  party,  witness,  counsel,  jury,  nor  Judge,  can  be 
put  to  answer  civilly  or  criminally  for  words  spoken  in  office." 
Then  again  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Daivhins  v.  Lord  Bohehy, 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  says  that,  "  the  authorities  are  clear,  uniform. 
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and  conclu.sive  "  that  counsel  have  the  privilege  accorded  to  -wit- 
nesses, Judges,  and  parties ;  and  again,  he  said,  "  But  another 
ground  on  which  this  action  must  fail,  and  which  embraces  the 
great  variety  of  cases  in  which  statements  made,  whether  orally 
or  in  writing,  are  privileged  and  protected,  is  that,  by  reason  of  the 
occasion  on  which  they  are  made,  the  making  of  them  is  not 
such  a  publication  as  will  support  an  action  for  libel  or  slander. 
On  this  ground,  whatever  is  said,  however  false  or  injurious  to  the 
character  or  interests  of  a  complainant,  by  Judges  upon  the  bench, 
whether  in  the  superior  Courts  of  law  or  equity  or  in  county  Courts 
or  sessions  of  the  peace,  by  counsel  at  the  bar  in  pleading  causes, 
or  by  witnesses  in  giving  evidence,  or  by  members  of  the  Legisla- 
ture in  either  House  of  Parliament,  or  by  ministers  of  the  Crown 
in  advising  the  Sovereign,  is  absolutely  privileged,  and  cannot  be 
inquired  into  in  an  action  at  law  for  defamation."  These  dicta  are 
of  high  value,  and  are,  as  I  think,  a  judicial  declaration  of  the 
common  law  on  the  question  ;  and  besides  these  there  are  numerous 
cases  which  are  analogous  to  the  present  case,  cases  in  which  it  is 
established  that  a  judge  who  makes  a  defamatory  statement  falsely, 
maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  cannot  be 
sued  for  that  cause  of  action ;  and  the  same  is  established  with 
regard  to  witnesses.  Why  is  this  ?  It  is  not  because  such  conduct 
oufrht  not  to  be  actionable,  but  because,  if  such  actions  could  be 
maintained,  it  would  be  the  innocent  judge  and  the  innocent  wit- 
ness, those  who  were  not  false  or  malicious,  who  would  suffer ;  the 
protection  is  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  not  for  the 
[*  734]  benefit  of  any  who  might  fail  to  act  as  they  *  ought  to  act 
in  the  positions  which  they  may  respectively  occupy. 
T  am  of  opinion  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained,  and  that 
this  appeal  must  fail.  It  would  be  highly  inconvenient  were  the 
law  other  than  it  is,  and  the  public  would  be  the  sufferers.  The 
Courts  can  control  all  the  proceedings  and  persons  before  them, 
and  safeguards  are  thus  provided  against  licence  and  excess ;  but 
if  such  an  action  as  this  were  allowed,  no  person  would  be  free 
from  fear,  arduous  duties  could  not  be  efficiently  performed,  and 
the  public  would  be  injured.  That  is  the  true  reason  and  ground 
of  the  rule  of  law  and  of  the  judgment. 

Appeal  dismissed. 
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ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  English  law  on  this  subject  sufficiently  appears  from  the  prin- 
cipal cases,  and  the  English  notes  to  Sutton  v.  Johnstone,  1  E.  C.  787, 
Kennedi/  v.  Broun,  1  R.  C.  801,  and  to  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Rokelnj,  Xo. 
4  of  "Defamation,"  9  R.  C. 

A  barrister  cannot  be  com^ielled  under  suhpmna  to  give  evidence  as  to 
what  had  been  stated  by  him  on  a  former  motion  before  the  Court. 
Curry  v.  Walter  (1796),  1  Espinasse,  456,  5  R.  R.  743. 

In  Hickman  v.  BeJtrens,  3  April,  1895,  and  12  July,  1895  (1895, 
2  Ch.  638,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  785),  it  was  laid  down  by  Kekewich,  J.,  that 
where  the  statement  of  counsel  as  to  what  was  present  to  his  mind  in 
signing  terms  of  compromise  is  relied  on  to  support  an  application  to  set 
aside  the  compromise,  the  statement  should  be  made  by  him  verbally 
as  counsel,  and  not  as  a  witness.  The  counsel  was  accordingly  formally 
retained  in  the  application,  and  from  his  place  within  the  bar  stated 
in  effect  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  compromise  to  which  his  atten- 
tion had  been  addressed  in  signing  the  document  was  less  extensive 
than  that  which  was  embraced  in  the  terms  of  the  document;  and  that 
he  (in  this  sense)  had  given  the  consent  by  mistake.  On  this  state- 
ment, which  was  accepted  on  the  other  side  as  an  accurate  statement  of 
what  was  in  the  counsel's  mind,  the  Court  of  Appeal  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  compromise  must  be  set  aside.  They  adopted  the 
expression  of  Malixs,  V.  C,  in  Holt  v.  Jesse  (1876,  3  Ch.  D.  180, 
citing  a  dictum  of  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  a  case  of  Ba f hurst 
V.  Stanlei/):  "If  the  counsel  says,  I  made  a  concession  under  a  misap- 
jjrehension,  it  never  has  been,  and  I  trust  it  never  will  be,  the  course 
of  the  Court  to  bind  the  counsel  to  that  mistake." 

Here  it  may  be  observed  that  it  was  formerly  considered  by  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  be  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
that  a  consent  given  by  counsel  to  an  oi-der  might  be  withdrawn  by 
him  at  any  time  before  the  order  was  drawn  up;  but  this  view  was 
overruled  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Harrey  v.  Corydon  Union,  13 
January,  1884,  26  Ch.  D.  249,  53  L.  J.  Ch.  707;  and  it  was  there 
laid  down  that  where  counsel  has  once  given  his  consent,  and  there 
has  been  no  mistake  or  error,  that  consent  cannot  be  withdrawn. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  general  American  rule  is  that  counsel  is  not  liable  to  a  civil  action  nor 
to  criminal  proceedings  for  anything  he  may  have  said  in  the  course  of  a 
legal  trial  or  investigation,  although  malicious  and  intended  to  defame,  pro- 
vided it  was  relevant  and  pertinent  to  the  subject-matter,  but  otherwise  if 
malicious  and  not  pertinent  or  relevant. 
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It  will  be  perceived  that  this  is  somewluit  les.s  lilieral  to  coun.sel  than  the 
Kiig]i.-<h  rule. 

'llie  cases  are  arrayed  in  ^Veeks  on  Attorneys,  and  in  Townshend  on  J^iV)el 
and  Slander. 

In  Rice  V.  Coulidye,  1"21  Massachusetts,  ;i!J.j,  the  Court  said:  "It  seems  to 
be  settled  by  the  English  authorities,  that  judges,  counsel,  parties,  and  wit- 
nesses are  absolutely  exempted  from  liability  for  defamatory  words  published 
in  the  course  of  judicial  pi'oceedings."  Citing  cases,  including  Dawkins  v. 
Hokehy  and  Sei.uiian  v.  Netlierdift.  "  The  same  doctrine  is  generally  lield  in 
tJie  American  Courts,  with  the  qualification,  as  to  parties,  counsel,  and  wit- 
nesses, that  in  order  to  be  privileged,  theii'  statements  made  in  the  course  of 
an  action  must  be  pertinent  and  material  to  the  case.  White  v.  Carroll,  42 
Xew  York,  1(J1 ;  Smith  v.  Howard,  28  Iowa,  51  ;  Bumes  v.  Mc  Crate,  32  jNlaine, 
442;  Kidder  v.  Purkhurst,  o  Allen  (Mass.),  ;59:5 ;  Hoar  v.  Wood,  3  Metcalf 
(Mass.),  193." 

The  American  qualification  of  the  English  rule  was  adhered  to  in  Mauhhy 
V.  Reifsnider,  69  Maryland,  143.  Of  the  principal  case  the  Court  observed  : 
*•  In  view  then  of  this  unbroken  line  of  decisions  both  in  England  and  in  this 
country,  we  cannot  accept  the  absolute  and  uiKpialified  privilege  laid  down  in 
Munster  v.  Lamb.  It  is  in  the  teeth  of  the  decisions  in  Brook  v.  Monta(/u  and 
llodgaon  v.  Scarlett  and  Mackay  v.  Ford,  and  is  not  sustained  by  Revia  v. 
Smith,  Henderson  v.  Broomhead,  Dawkins  v.  Rokehy. ^lor  Seaman  v.  Netherclift. 
A\'e  cannot  agree  with  Bkett,  M.  K.,  that  in  a  suit  again.st  counsel  for  slan- 
der, the  only  inquiry  is  whether  the  words  were  spoken  in  a  judicial  proceed- 
ing, and  if  so  the  case  must  be  stopped.  We  quite  agree  however  with 
Br.\.mwell,  J.,  in  Seaman  v.  i\''e^// ere////,  that  'relevant'  and  'pertinent'  are 
not  the  best  words  that  could  be  used.  These  words  have  in  a  measure  a 
technical  meaning,  and  we  all  know  the  difficulty  in  determining  in  some 
cases  what  is  relevant  or  pertinent.  AVith  Lord  Chancellor  Cairns  we  pre- 
fer the  words  '  having  reference,'  or  '  made  with  reference,'  or  in  the  language 
of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  'having  relation  to  the  cause  or  subject-matter,'  and  if  coun- 
sel, in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  maliciously  slanders  a  party  or  witness,  or  any 
other  person,  in  regard  to  a  matter  that  has  no  reference  or  relation  or  con- 
nection with  the  case  before  the  Court,  lie  is  and  ought  to  be  answerable  in 
an  action  by  the  party  injured?  This  (jualification  of  his  pii\ilege  in  no 
manner  impairs  the  freedom  of  discussion  so  necessary  to  the  proper  adminis- 
tration of  law,  nor  does  it  subject  counsel  to  actions  for  slander  except  in 
ca.ses  in  which,  ujjon  reason  and  sound  pul)lic  policy,  he  ought  to  be  held 
an.swerable."     One  judge  dissented,  preferring  the  Englisli  doctrine. 

In  McMillan  v.  Birrh,  1  Binney  (Pennsylvania),  178;  2  Am.  Dec.  42(),  the 
Court  in  discussion  said :  "  So  what  is  said  by  myself  or  my  attorneys  in  my 
defence  in  a  court  of  justice  is  not  actionable;  not  only  because  of  the  occa- 
sion of  my  speaking,  ])ut  also  because  the  public  good  requires  that  every 
man  should  be  allowed  to  speak  freely  in  his  own  defence.  It  is  the  same 
with  regard  to  what  I  say  as  plaintiff  in  an  action;  because  there  is  as  much 
reason  why  persons  should  enjoy  freedom  of  comjilaint  as  freedom  of  defence. 
But  if  any  man  should  abuse  this  privilege  and  under  pretence  of  pleading 
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liis  cause  wander  designedly  from  the  i^oiut  in  question,  I  will  not  say  that 
he  is  not  responsible  in  an  action  at  law." 

The  subject  is  very  learnedly  discussed  by  "Walworth.  Chancellor,  in 
Hastings  v.  Lustk;  •22  Wendell  (New  York),  410 ;  8-4  Am.  Dec.  330,  in  the  Court 
of  Errors.  That  was  an  action  for  words  spoken  as  a  witness.  The  Court 
said :  "  In  applying  the  principles  of  law  to  the  case  under  consideration  a\  e 
must  therefore  be  careful  on  the  one  hand  that  we  do  not  restrict  counsel 
within  such  narrow  limits  that  they  wiU  not  dare  to  openly  and  fearlessly 
discharge  their  whole  duty  to  their  clients,  or  to  themselves  when  they  man- 
age their  own  cases  ;  and  on  the  other  hand  we  must  not  fiu-nish  them  with 
the  shield  of  Zeus,  and  thereby  enable  them  with  impunitv  to  destroy  the 
characters  of  whomsoever  they  please."  The  learned  chancellor  unearthed 
Parson  Prit's  case  reported  by  RoUe  and  explained  by  a  reference  to  Fox's 
Book  of  Martyi's.  He  concludes  that  neither  counsel  nor  party  is  protected 
from  liability  if  the  language  complained  of  was  not  relevant  or  pertinent  to 
the  question  at  issue,  and  was  uttered  maliciously,  disai^iiroving  the  broader 
doctrine  in  Style,  -402,  and  Moullon  v.  Claphani,  1  Roll.  Abr.  iS7. 

Ring  V.  Wheeler,  7  Cowen  (Xew  York),  725,  was  an  action  of  slander 
against  one  who  in  advocating  his  own  cause  against  the  plaintiff  before 
referees,  had  called  him  '"a  perjured  scoundrel"  and  "'a  perjiu'fid  villain." 
Oakley  (afterwards  Chief  Justice  of  the  New  York  Sujierior  Com-t),  for  the 
defendant,  contended  that  '*  counsel  should  not  be  embarrassed  by  continually 
balancing  in  their  minds  whether  the  remark  he  is  about  to  make  be  slan- 
derous or  not."  TaUmadge,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  counsel  was 
liable  where  the  remarks  were  impertinent  and  malicious.  "Woodworth,  J., 
said  :  "  Admitting  as  I  do  the  great  latitude  allowable  to  counsel,  which  may 
frequently  be  abused  with  impunity,  I  do  not  think  the  rule  can  legally  be 
carried  to  the  extravagant  length  for  which  it  seems  necessary  the  defendant 
should  contend,"  and  he  approves  the  rule  of  Brook  v.  Montagu,  Cro.  Jac.  90, 
that  counsel  is  liable  unless  the  matter  is  relevant  and  free  from  malice; 
and  he  concludes  :  — 

"  On  this  motion  in  arrest  we  are  not  authorized  to  say.  what  does  not  and 
cannot  appear :  that  the  words  were  not  spoken  maliciously,  that  they  were 
pertinent  to  the  issue,  that  there  was  color  for  making  the  imputation,  and 
that  they  were  not  spoken  with  design  to  slander  the  plaintiff.  In  the 
absence  of  all  this  the  conclusion  must  be  that  the  words  are  actionable." 

Hoar  V.  Wooil,  3  MetcaLf  (Mass.),  193,  was  an  action  of  slander  against  one 
for  words  spoken  by  him  as  complainant  against  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  the 
Commonwealth,  and  while  managing  his  own  cause,  and  to  the  plaintiff  while 
he  was  a  witness.  It  did  not  appear  what  the  words  were.  Shaw,  C.  J., 
could  "perceive  no  substantial  difference  between  the  case  of  counsel  and 
that  of  a  party,"  and  held  '•  that  words  spoken  in  the  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, although  they  are  such  as  impute  crime  to  another,  and  therefore  if 
spoken  elsewhere  would  import  malice  and  be  actionable,  are  not  actionable 
if  they  are  applicable  and  pertinent  to  the  subject  of  inquiry."  He  admits  that 
"  in  determining  what  is  pertinent,  much  latitude  must  be  allowed  to  the  judg- 
ment and  discretion"  of  counsel,  and  -'for  the  ardent  and  excited  feelings" 
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of  counsel  or  party  ;  but  '•  still  this  privilege  must  be  restrained  by  some  limit ; 
and  we  consider  that  limit  to  be  this  :  that  a  party  or  counsel  shall  not  avail 
himself  of  his  situation  to  gratify  private  malice  by  uttering  slanderous 
expressions,  either  against  a  party,  witness,  or  third  per.son,  which  have  no 
relation  to  the  cause  or  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry." 

Mower  v.  Watson,  11  Vermont,  530,  was  an  action  against  a  party  for  hav- 
ing '  accused  the  other  party,  while  testifying  in  a  cause,  of  committing  per- 
jury. Redfield,  J.,  said  :  '■^  Prima  facie  the  party  or  his  counsel  is  privileged 
for  everything  spoken  in  Court.  If  any  one  considers  himseK  aggrieved,  in 
order  to  sustain  an  action  for  slander  he  must  show  that  the  words  spoken 
were  not  pertinent  to  the  matter  then  in  progress,  and  that  they  wei"e  spoken 
maliciously  and  with  a  view  to  defame  him."  "  To  say  to  a  witness,  who  has 
just  finished  his  testimony,  'You  have  sworn  to  a  manifest  lie,'  is  actionable. 
Kean  v.  McLaughlin,  2  Sergeant  &  Rawle  (Penn.),  469.  To  say  to  a  witness 
while  giving  his  testimony  to  a  material  point  in  the  case,  '  That  is  false,'  is 
actionable  if  spoken  maliciously.  M'Claughey  v.  Wetmore,  6  Johnson  (New 
York)  S-2." 

In  White  V.  Nicholls,  3  Howard  (U.  S.  Supr.  Ct ),  260,  an  action  of  libel  for 
words  in  a  petition  to  remove  from  office,  Daniel,  J.,  in  the  course  of  a 
long  and  rambling  opinion  said  obiter,  in  effect,  that  an  action  of  slander 
would  lie  for  words  spoken  maliciously  in  a  trial  of  an  action  although  perti- 
nent to  the  issue. 

Jennings  V.  Paine,  4  Wisconsin,  358,  was  an  action  of  slander  for  words 
spoken  by  counsel  on  an  examination  concerning  the  rescue  of  a  fugitive 
slave,  charging  the  plaintilf  with  "  black  perjury  "  in  respect  to  his  testimony. 
The  Court  adopt  the  rule  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Hoar  v.  Wood,  that  to  sustain 
the  action  the  words  must  have  been  both  irrelevant  and  malicious.  "A 
counsellor  who  is  defending  his  client  when  his  property,  liberty,  or  life  may 
depend  upon  tlie  fact  whether  the  Court  or  jury  believe  the  witness,  should 
not  l)e  obliged  to  comment  upon  his  testimony  with  the  prospect  of  an  action 
of  slander  liefore  him,  if  the  jury  should  believe  that  the  chai'ge  of  perjury, 
which  he  felt  it  his  duty  to  make  against  the  witness,  was  not  wari'anted  by 
the  character  of  the  witness  or  the  circumstances  of  the  case." 

A  master  is  not  liable  for  slander  in  words  spoken  while  acting  as  counsel 
for  his  slave  on  a  legal  trial,  if  the  words  are  pertinent  and  relevant,  although 
malicious.  The  master  said  of  the  plaintiff's  testimony,  that  '■  it  is  a  tissue 
of  falsehood,  and  a  damned  lie  from  lieginning  to  end."  The  Court  declined 
to  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  counsel  for  words  not  relevant. 
This  is  a  very  learned  examination  of  the  subject.  The  same  rule  was 
adopted  in  Morgan  \:  Booth,  13  Bush  (Kentucky),  480,  but  the  report  does  not 
disclose  whether  the  defendant  was  counsel  or  2:)arty. 

In  Marsh  v.  Ellsworth,  50  New  York,  311,  it  is  said  :  "The  law  is  well 
settled  that  a  counsel  or  party  conducting  judicial  proceedings  is  privileged 
in  respect  to  words  or  writings  used  in  the  course  of  such  jiroceedings, 
reflecting  injuriously  upon  others,  when  such  words  and  wi-itings  are  material 
and  pertinent  to  the  question  involved ;  and  that  within  such  limit  the  pro- 
tection is  complete ;  but  that  such  privilege  does  not  extend  to  matter  having 
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no  materiality  or  pertinency  to  such  question."  "  This  is  necessary  to  a 
searching  inv^estigation  of  truth."  '•  This  tends  to  promote  an  intelligent 
administration  of  justice.  To  secure  this  is  of  much  greater  importance  than 
to  prevent  the  evils  arising  from  reflections  cast  upon  parties  or  witnesses." 
Tliis  was  an  action  of  libel  against  an  attorney  for  charging  the  plaintiff  with 
having  suborned  perjury  in  bankruptcy  proceedings. 

As  to  pleadings  the  same  rule  is  applied.  Thus  in  McLaughlin  v.  Cowley, 
127  Massachusetts,  316,  it  was  held  that  counsel  is  liable  to  an  action  for 
libel  by  defamatory  words  contained  in  a  declaration  in  an  action,  signed  by 
him,  and  not  pertinent  nor  material  to  the  issue.  The  Court  said :  "  The 
qualification  of  the  English  rule  is  adopted  in  order  that  the  protection  given 
to  individuals  in  the  interest  of  an  efficient  administration  of  justice  may  not 
be  abused  as  a  cloak  from  beneath  which  to  gratify  private  malice. 

"  To  hold  that  such  statements,  thus  uncalled  for,  and  irrelevant,  are 
privileged,  as  part  of  pleadings  in  a  cause,  would  be  to  disregard  the  salutary 
modification  of  the  English  rule  which  has  been  made  by  the  American 
Courts,  and  is  stated  in  Rice  v.  Coolidge"  121  Massachusetts,  393. 

Allegations  of  a  pleading  pertinent  to  the  issues  presented  and  to  the  occa- 
sion, do  not  constitute  a  libel ;  but  if  the  occasion  does  not  exist,  and  they 
are  gratuitous  defamation  of  the  character  of  the  adverse  party,  they  are 
libellous.      Wimhish  v.  Hamilton,  47  Louisiana  Annual,  16  Southern  Reporter, 

An  allegation  in  a  complaint  for  divorce,  alleging  adulterous  intercom-se 
between  defendant  therein  and  the  correspondent,  is  absolutely  privileged, 
and  not  libellous,  although  it  is  false.  Link  v.  Moore,  84  Hun  (Xew  York 
Supreme  Ct.),  118.  This  was  founded  on  Moore  v.  Manuf.  Nat.  Bank,  128 
Xew  York,  420,  which  cites  and  adox:)ts  the  doctrine  of  McLaur/hlin  v.  Cowley 
and  Rice  v.  Coolidge,  supra. 

But  although  such  wide  license  of  speech  is  vouchsafed  to  counsel,  they 
must  be  careful  not  to  be  led  by  vanity  into  publishing  it  after  the  occasion 
has  passed,  for  that  is  unnecessary  and  might  be  libellous.  King  v.  Root,  4 
Wendell  (Xew  York),  113;  Commonwealth  v.  Blanding,  3  Pickering  (Mass.), 
101 ;  Re.tpuhlica  v.  Oswald,  1  Dallas  (Pennsylvania),  319 ;  1  Am.  Dec.  246. 

Counsel  suffered  for  being  too  funny  in  Gilbert  v.  People,  1  Denio  (Xew 
York),  41 ;  43  Am.  Dec.  646.  He  had  filed  a  declaration  in  a  justice's  court 
for  trespass  and  killing  sheep,  in  which  he  had  alleged  that  the  defendant 
was  "  reported  to  be  fond  of  sheep,  bucks,  and  ewes,  and  of  wool,  mutton,  and 
lambs,"  and  "  in  the  habit  of  biting  sheep,"  and  that  if  guilty,  he  "  ought  to 
be  hanged  or  shot."  On  demurrer  this  biting  language  was  held  impertinent, 
and  the  complaint  for  libel  therefor  was  sustained,  "  whether  or  no,"  —  the 
Court  very  contemptuously  observing :  "  What  had  the  court  to  do  with 
these  alleged  '  reports  '  and  '  habits '  ?     Certainly  nothing." 
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7   E.  E.   C.   1.   FLETCHER   v.   ASHBURNER,   1   Bro.   Ch.   407.   Rej?.   Lib.   1778, 

A.  fol.  447,  1  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  4th  ed.  *826. 
Equitable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Lill  v.  Brant,  6  111.  App.  3GG.  to  the  point  that  if  land  is  converte<l 
into  raonej'  in  pursuance  of  direction,  change  from  realty  to  personalty  is  com- 
plete: Loughborough  v.  Loughborough,  14  B.  Mon.  441,  liolding  that  where 
land  was  deeded  to  a  third  person,  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  on  the 
debts  of  the  grantor  there  was  a  conversion  from  the  date  of  tlie  deed ;  Miller 
V.  Miller,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  354,  holding  that  contract  for  sale  of  land  works  equitable 
conversion  of  land  into  personalty  from  time  when  it  was  made,  and  purchase 
money  becomes  part  of  vendor's  personal  estate;  Lerch  v.  Oberly,  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
575;  Oberly  v.  Lei'ch,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  346, — holding  that  surplus  of  proceeds  of 
lands  of  decedent  sold  for  payment  of  debts  by  order  of  court,  retains  character 
of  real  estate  and  upon  death  of  person  entitled  thereto,  will  pass  by  succession 
as  real  estate;  Oberly  v.  Lercli,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  346,  holding  that  the  surplus  of 
the  proceeds  of  land  sold  by  order  of  the  Orphan's  Court,  above  the  amount 
necessary  to  pay  debts,  is  treated  as  realty ;  Jones  v.  Kirkpatrick,  2  Tenn.  Ch. 
693,  holding  that  land  agreed  to  be  sold  by  a  valid  contract  will  be  considered 
as  money;  Williams  v.  Haddock,  145  N.  Y.  144,  39  N.  E.  825,  holding  that  if 
tbe  vendor  of  land  die  before  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  performed, 
the  heir  of  the  vendor  can  be  compelled  to  convey,  and  the  proceeds  will  be 
treated  as  personalty;  Graham  v.  Dickinson,  3  Barb.  Ch.  169,  on  the  conversion 
of  real  estate  by  sale  under  execution;  Painter  v.  Painter,  220  Pa.  82,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  117,  69  Atl.  323,  holding  that  direction  to  sell  will  not  work  a  con- 
version if  the  purpose  or  object  for  which  sale  is  to  be  made  can  not  be  ac- 
complished; Farmer  v.  Spell,  11  Rich.  Eq.  541;  Com.  v.  Martin,  5  Mimf.  117, 
on  what  constitutes  equitable  conversion;  Ford  v.  Ford,  70  \Ms.  19,  5  Am.  8t. 
Rep.  117,  33  N.  W.  188,  holding  that  direction  in  will  tliat  executors  should 
"in  their  discretion"  sell  land,  does  not  w  ork  equitable  conversion ;  Ruggles  v. 
Beikie,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S.  247,  holding  that  where  lands  have  been  sold  under 
fi.  fa,,  upon  judgment  against  executor,  heir  at  law  is  entitled  to  recover 
surplus  from  sheriff;  Re  De  Lancy,  L.  R.  4  Exch.  345,  on  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
conversion  being  applied  in  the  construction  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  1  Washburn,  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  33,  on  equitable  conversion  of 
money  into  realty ;  2  Thomas,  Estates,  928,  945,  on  equitable  conversion  by  exercise 
cf  power  of  sale:    1   Beach,  Trusts,   299,  on   resulting  trust  from   equitable  con- 
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version  of  property;    1  Beat-h,  Trusts,  257,  on  equitable  conversion  of  land  into 
money  or  money  into  land;   1  Washburn,  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  146,  on  curtesy  in 
equitable  estates  and  money. 
—  Under  testamentary  directions. 

Cited  in  West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v.  Miller,  100  C.  C.  A.  176,  176  Fed. 
284,  holding  that  under  will  devising  lands  in  trust  to  be  sold  and  proceeds 
turned  to  certain  chiu'ch,  such  land  was  equitably  converted  into  money  al- 
though laws  of  state  in  which  land  was  situated  limited  amount  of  land  church 
could  hold;  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  563,  4  L.  ed.  460,  holding  that  equity 
considers  money  directed  to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  as  land;  and 
land  directed  to  be  sold  as  money;  Sharpley  v.  Townsend,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  336, 
holding  a  direction  in  a  will  to  the  executors  to  sell  land  for  the  payment  of 
debts  is  a  conversion  of  it;  Re  Corrington,  124  111.  363,  16  N.  E.  252,  holding 
that  where  it  was  the  intention  of  tlie  testator  to  make  a  devise  of  money 
instead  of  land,  the  land  will  be  treated  as  money;  Boland  v.  Tierney,  118 
Iowa,  59,  91  N.  W.  836,  holding  that  where  a  will  authorizes  the  executor 
to  sell  the  devised  real  estate,  the  same  will  be  treated  as  personalty  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  terms  of  the  will;  Cronise  v.  Hardt,  47  Md.  433, 
holding  that  conversion  of  realty  into  personalty  is  complete  only  to  extent  to 
which  purchase  money  is  required  to  pay  debt,  where  sold  for  that  purpose  under 
power  in  will,  and  balance  remains  realty  for  purpose  of  determining  who  is 
entitled  to  receive  it;  Clark  v.  Hornthal,  47  Miss.  434;  Wilkins  v.  Taylor,  8 
Rich.  Eq.  291;  Willis  v.  Jolliffe,  11  Rich.  Eq.  447;  Adams's  Petition,  32  R.  I.  41, 
78  Atl.  524, — holding  that  absolute  direction  to  executor  to  sell  land  and  dis- 
tribute proceeds,  works  out  and  out  conversion  so  that  interests  of  beneficiaries 
must  be  treated  as  personalty  from  date  of  testator's  death ;  Eneberg  v.  Carter, 
98  Mo.  647,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  12  S.  W.  522 ;  Cook  v.  Cook,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  375 ; 
Ness  V.  Davidson,  49  Minn.  469,  52  N.  W.  46, — holding  that  where  power  of  sale 
is  discretionary,  equitable  conversion  of  realty  into  personalty  does  not  take 
|)lace  at  time  of  testator's  death,  but  only  at  time  of  exercise  of  power;  Maniee 
V.  Manice,  43  N.  Y.  303,  holding  that  where  by  will  shares  in  real  estate,  to  be 
ascertained  by  division  or  sale,  are  given  estate  of  each  devisee  in  vested  in- 
terest as  soon  as  time  for  division  or  sale  arrives;  Fisher  v.  Banta,  66  N.  Y. 
468,  holding  a  discretion  to  sell  real  estate,  contained  in  a  codicil  of  a  will  worked 
a  conversion  of  the  realty  upon  the  death  of  the  testator;  Wright  v.  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church,  HofFm.  Ch.  202, — holding  that  to  establish  a  conversion  the 
will  must  direct  an  absolute  sale  for  all  purposes;  Bogert  v.  Hertell,  4  Hill, 
492,  holding  that  where  land  is  directed  by  will  to  be  sold  and  the  money  used 
for  a  specified  purpose,  there  is  a  conversion;  Tiiompson  v.  Leiper,  ]  Legal  Gaz. 
100,  holding  that  when  a  testator  devised  his  real  property  to  executors  and 
trustees  with  explicit  directions  to  sell  and  convert  the  same  into  money  so  as  to 
distribute  it  as  provided,  such  directions  amounted  to  an  equitable  conversion 
of  realty  into  personalty ;  Van  Zandt  v.  Garretson,  21  R.  I.  352,  43  Atl.  633, 
holding  a  direction  to  sell  and  distribute  the  proceeds  of  land  amounts  to 
eqiiitable  conversion  of  the  land  into  personalty;  Willis  v.  Jolliffe,  11  Rich.  Eq. 
447,  holding  that  where  the  Avill  directed  the  land  to  be  sold,  it  would  be  treated 
as  personalty  and  its  disposition  controlled  by  the  law  of  tlie  domicil;  Brooks 
v.  Brooks,  ]2  S.  C.  422,  on  right  of  testator  to  convert  land  into  money;  Wayne 
V.  Fouts,  108  Tenn.  145,  65  S.  W.  471,  liolding  that  the  imperative  direction  to  sell 
all  real  and  personal  property  and  pay  over  proceeds  to  devisees,  will  cause 
the  same  to  be  treated  as  personalty  before  a  sale;   Carr  v.  Branch,  85  Va.  597, 
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8  S.  E.  476,  holding  that  where  a  testator  devises  land  to  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds divided,  the  same  is  regarded  in  equity  as  personal  property  though  no 
sale  has  been  made;  Pratt  v.  Taliaferro,  3  Leigh,  419,  holding  that  where  the 
land  was  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  among  two  persons,  unless  they 
chose  to  take  the  land,  equitable  conversion  took  place  in  the  absence  of  an 
election  to  take  the  land;  Shanks  v.  Edmondson,  28  Gratt.  804,  holding  that 
elections  to  hold  real  estate  devised  to  be  sold  and  distributed  by  nfarried 
woman,  made  by  her  husband  in  her  behalf,  must  be  plainly  and  distinctly 
proven;  Carr  v.  Branch;  85  Va.  597,  8  S.  E.  476,  holding  that  where  testator 
devises  real  estate  to  be  sold  and  proceeds  divided,  same  is  regarded  in  equitv 
as  personal  property,  though  no  sale  has  been  effected:  McWilliams  v.  Gough, 
]]6  Wis.  576,  93  N.  \Y.  5.50,  holding  that  where  the  will  in  mandatory  terms 
ordered  the  land  to  be  converted  into  money,  equitable  conversion  took  place, 
and  a  trrst  in  personalty  was  created. 

Distinguished  in  Henderson  v.  Wilson,  16  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  Eq.)  309,  holding  that 
Avhere  the  testator  directed  his  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  a 
purpose  which  failed,  there  was  no  conversion;  Gray  v.  Hawkins,  8  Ohio  St. 
449,  72  Am.  Dec.  600,  holding  that  where  the  intended  change  of  personalty  into 
realty  is  but  the  incident  to  some  other  object,  there  will  be  no  conversion. 
—  Sales  postponed  to  future  day  by  will. 

Cited  in  Cropley  v.  Cooper,  19  Wall.  167,  22  L.  ed.  109,  holding  that  where 
real  estate  is  directed  by  will  to  be  converted  into  money,  it  is  in  equity  regarded 
as  if  it  were  money  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  although  it  was 
not  to  be  sold  until  after  the  termination  of  two  successive  life  estates;  Rinehart 
v.   Harrison,  Baldw.   177,   Fed.   Cas.   No.   11,840;    Drayton   v.  Rose,   7   Rich.   Eq. 
328,  64  Am.  Dec.  731y  holding  tliat  a  devise  of  lands  to  be  sold  Avorks  a  con- 
version of  the  lands   into  personalty  and  the  postponement   of  the  sale   is  im- 
material;   Williams   v.   Lobban,   206    Mo.    399,    3  04    S.   W.    58,   holding   that   by 
direction  to  sell  at  widow's  death  and  to  divide  proceeds,  among  children,  land 
was  not   converted   into   personalty   at  time   of  testator's   death;    Smith   v.   Mc- 
Crary,  38  N.  C.   (3  Ired.  Eq.)    204,  holding  that  equity  will  treat  as  personalty, 
land  directed  to  be  sold  and  given  to  the  devisees,  even  though  the  sale  be  post- 
poned to  a  life  estate  in  the  land;  Richey  v.  Johnson,  30  Ohio  St.  288,  holding 
that  when  a  testator  unconditionally  orders  the  conversion   of  real   estate   into 
personalty  after  the  death  of  liis  wife,  it  will  be  regarded  as  personalty  at  her 
death;    Leiper  v.   Thomson,   60  Pa.   177,  holding  that  delay   or  postponement  of 
conversion    directed    in    will    does    not    effect    principle    of   conversion;    Green    v. 
Davidson,  4  Baxt.  488,  holding  that  under  will  directing  conversion  of  land  into 
money  at  termination  of  limited  estate,  proceeds  passes  to  legatees  as  personalty, 
and  where  any  of  them  die  during  continuance  of  such  estate,  their  shares  will 
vest  in  their  personal  representatives;  Harcum  v.  Hudnall,  14  Gratt.  369,  holding 
that  where  land  was  to  be  sold  at  the  time  the  youngest  son  became  of  age,  tlie 
land  and  mill  was  to  be  considered  as  money  and  to  pass  a§  such  to  and  from 
the  legatees;   De  Wolf  v.  Lawson,  61  WMs.  469,  50  Am.  Rep.  148,  21  N.  W.  615, 
holding  that  under  express  direction  in  will  to  sell  land  at  expiration  of  twenty 
years,  no  equitable  conversion  of  it  could  be  deemed  to  have  taken  place  until 
that   period    expired,    and    sucli    devise    is    void    as    against   statute   prohibiting 
perpetuities. 

Distinguished  in  Henry  v.  M'Closkey,  9  Watts,  145,  holding  that  if  the  testator 
has  not  made  an  absolute  direction  to  sell  the  land  and  the  qualification  prevents 
a  sale  until  the  course  of  descent  has  been  changed  there  is  no  conversion ;   De 
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Wolf  V.   Lawson,   61    Wis.   469,   50   Am.    Rop.   148,   21   N.   W.   615,   holding  that 
where   the   will   directed   the   executor   to   rent    the   property    for   twenty    years 
from  the  testator's  death  and  then  sell  it,  no  equitable  conversion  took  place. 
—  Determined  by  intention  of  the  testator. 

Cited  in  Crooks  v.  Whitford,  47  Mich.  283,  11  N.  W.  159,  huldinf,'  tliat  wliere 
testator  requested  executors  "to  sell  and  dispose  of  following  described  land" 
but  left  out  description  provision  is  ineffective;  King  v.  King,  J3  R.  I.  501, 
holding  that  tlu'  question  of  wliether  there  was  equitable  conversion  depends 
upon  tlie  intention  of  the  testator;  Hanier  v.  Bethca,  11  S.  C.  416,  on  direction 
to  convert  land  into  money  as  ineffective,  unless  it  be  express  and  imperative; 
Eell  V.  Humphrey,  8  \Y.  Va.  1.  holding  tiuit  the  intention  of  tlie  testator  shall 
be  carried  out,  if  possible,  in  construing  a  will. 
Elfect  of  conversion. 

Cited  in  Rankin  v.  Rankin,  36  111.  293,  87  Am.  Dec.  205,  holding  that  money 
tlirected  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of  land,  or  land  to  be  sold,  will  be  treated 
as  that  property  into  which  it  is  to  be  converted;  Cronise  v.  Hardt,  47  Md.  433, 
holding  that  equitable  conversion  takes  place  only  for  tlie  purposes  for  which 
authorized  and  if  these  fail,  there  will  be  110  conversion :  Holland  v.  Cruft,  3 
Gray,  162,  holding  that  whatever  the  mode,  the  fund  takes  tlie  place  of  tlie 
land  which  yielded  it,  and  stands  in  its  place  to  bo  disjiosed  of  in  the  same 
manner;  Sparhawk  v.  Allen,  25  N.  H.  261.  holding  that  property  of  a  testator 
will  be  treated  as  that  property  into  which  by  the  will  it  is  directed  to  be 
converted;  Scudder  v.  Vanarsdale,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  109;  Skillnian  v.  Skillman,  16 
N.  J.  Eq.  478,  82  Am.  Dec.  279, — holding  that  lands  directed  by  the  testator 
to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money  is  to  be  treated  as  a  gift  of  money  or 
personalty;  Downing  v.  Marshall,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  525,  holding  that  personal 
property  directed  by  the  will  to  be  converted,  Avill  be  treated  as  such  so  as  not 
to  be  liable  for  debts  of  the  estate  until  the  otliei  jiersonalty  is  exhausted. 
Effect  of  failur(>  of  purpose  of  conversion. 

Cited  in  Cantield  v.  Cantield.  62  N.  J.  Eq.  578,  50  Atl.  471,  holding  that  where 
will  directed  that  certain  land  be  sold  after  death  of  testator's  wife,  and  that 
money  be  divided  among  residuary  legatees,  purpose  of  conversion  having  failed 
by  death  of  one  of  such  legatee;  his  share  should  be  treated  as  land  and  should 
go  to  heir;  Peace  v.  Nailing,  16  N.  C.  (]  Dev.  Eq.)  289,  holding  that  where 
testator  directed  iiis  land  to  be  sold,  and  proceeds  a])j)licd  to  purpose  which 
failed,  trust  resulted  to  heir  at  law. 
Parol  proof  of  intention  upon  making  eoiiveyaiice. 

Cited  in   1  Beach,   Trusts,  238,  on   parol   proof  of  intention  of  person   making 
<'onveyance  wliere  intention  is  not  expressed  or  clearly  implied;  2  Devlin,  Deeds, 
.')d  ed.  2220,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidfiuc  to  ascertain   intention  upon  con- 
veyance by  hoMci    of  l)oth   legal  and.  et|uitable  title. 
Right  of  election. 

Cited  in  Glenn  v.  Billingslea,  64  Ala.  345,  holding  that  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  is  the  proper  person  to  elect  for  an  infant  distributee  as  to  whether 
to  charge  a  former  administrator  with  wast<>  or  with  proceeds  of  sales  made; 
I'tiiballow  v.  Kimball,  61  X.  H.  596.  iioldiiig  that  the  ri-ilit  of  election  is  personal 
and  can  Ix-  exercised  only  by  |>risoii  ciilillrd  to  dcit.  except  in  case  of  in- 
capacity. 
—  To   take    land    in>tca(l    of   share   ol'    proceeds. 

Citp<l  ill  Howell  V.  Tonikins,  42  .\.  .1.  Eq.  30.-),  11  Atl.  333.  holding  that  b.-iielici- 
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aries  under  will  devising  land  to  executors  in  trust,  may  elect  to  take  land  and 
may  enjoin  executor  from  selling  same;  Huber  v.  Donoghue,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  125, 
23  Atl.  495,  holding  that  legatees  under  will  devising  rents  and  profits  to  widow 
and  children,  with  directions  to  sell  at  expiration  of  ten  years  after  testator's 
death  and  divide  proceeds  amongst  widow  and  children,  or  in  case  of  remarriage 
of  widow  to  pay  her  certain  sum,  may  elect  to  take  land;  Cropley  v.  Coo]>er, 
6  Legal  Gaz.  316,  on  right  of  election  to  take  property  instead  of  proceeds; 
Farr  v.  Gilreath,  23  S.  C.  502,  on  right  of  co-owner  to  elect  to  take  his  share  in 
land  where  will  directs  conversion  of  land  into  money;  Eopp  v.  JSIinor,  33  Gratt. 
97,  holding  that  land  agreed  to  be  sold  and  turned  into  riioney,  shall  be  treated 
as  assuming  quality  of  personalty,  until  some  person  entitled  to  proceeds  shall 
elect  to  take  subject  in  its  original  character  of  land. 
What  constitutes  personalty. 

Cited  in  Ee  Simmons,  55  Ark.  485,  18  S.  W.  933,  holding  that  where  land  of 
infant  is  sold  pursuant  to  decree  in  partition,  and  infant  dies  intestate,  proceeds 
of  sale  go  to  infant's  distributees  as  personalty;  Cropley  v.  Cooi^er,  7  D.  C.  226, 
holding  that  land  directed  to  be  sold  after  death  of  life  tenant  and  turned  into 
money  for  payment  of  legacies,  is  to  be  considered  personalty  from  death  of 
testator;  Skinner  v.  Newberry,  51  111.  203,  holding  that  moneys  due  testator  at 
his  death,  upon  contracts  for  sale  of  land,  no  deed  having  been  executed,  are  to 
be  deemed  part  of  his  personal  estate;  Reed  v.  Whitney,  7  Gray,  533,  on  right 
of  dower  in  lands  which  liusbaud  agreed  to  purchase  in  his  lifetime  but  which 
had  not  been  conveyed  to  him;  Eoy  v.  Monroe,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  356,  20  Atl.  481, 
holding  that  if  direction  of  will,  as  to  proceeds  of  land,  require  land  to  be  sold, 
direction  is  equivalent  to  command  to  sell,  'and  land  will  for  the  purpose  be 
deemed  personalty;  Schroeder  v.  Wilcox,  39  Neb.  136,  57  N.  W.  1031;  Re  Rus- 
sell, 59  App.  Div.  242,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  562;  Lorillard  v.  Coster,  5  Paige,  172; 
Gilbert  v.  Port,  28  Ohio  St.  276;  Cora.  v.  Forney,  3  Watts  &  S.  353,— on  what 
constitutes  goods,  chattels,  and  credits;  Denham  v.  Cornell,  67  N.  Y.  556,  holding 
that  one  having  interest  in  lands  dies  intestate  after  sale  thereof,  his  interest 
in  money  realized  from  sale  is  personal  estate. 
Equitable  reconversion. 

Cited  in  High  v.  Worley,  33  Ala.  196,  holding  that  reconversion  can  be  made 
only  at  the  election  of  all  the  persons  interested  and  not  a  part;  Wells  v.  Lewis, 
4  Met.  (Ky.)  269,  holding  that  where  land  was  directed  to  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  divided  among  three  persons,  none  of  them  could  acquire  an  indefeasible 
one-third  in  the  land;  Pence  v.  Pence,  11  Ohio  St.  290,  holding  surplus  to  sou 
after  sale  of  lands  to  pay  debts  and  setting  out  a  sum  in  lieu  of  dcvev  devolved 
en  son's  death  as  personalty.  " 

Interest  of  person  directed  to  make  sale,  pending  the  sale. 

Cited  in  Ee  Journey,  7  Del.  Ch.  1,  44  Atl.  795,  holding  that  the  title  to  the 
land  between  the  wife's  death  and  the  actual  conversion  was  in  the  children,  and 
the  person  directed  to  make  the  sale  had  no  title. 
Power  of  sale  given  to  executor  as  affected  by  attachment. 

Cited  in  Smyth  v.  Anderson,  31  Ohio  St.  144,  holding  that  levy  of  attachment, 
is  against  devisee,  will  not  defeat  or  prevent  execution  of  power  of  sale,  given 
by  testator  to  executor,  nor  will  such  levy  affect  title  of  purchaser  at  executor's 
sale.  -  -  ^ 

Notes  on  E.  R.  C— 50. 
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Absence  of  formal  parties  as  afl'ecting  jurisdiction  of  equity. 

Cited  in  Breedlove  v.  Stump,  3  Yerg.  257,  on  the  absence  of  formal  parties  as 
aifecting  right  to  make  a  decree. 

7  E.  E.  C.  8,  ACKEOYD  v.  SMITHSOX,  1  Brown  Ch.  o03,  3  P.  ^Yms.  22,  note, 

Reg.  Lib.  1779  A.  fol.  66S,  1  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  4th  ed.  ^872. 
Equitable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Lill  v.  Brant,  6  111.  App.  366,  to  the  point  that  if  laud  is  converted 
into  money  in  pursuance  of  direction,  change  from  realty  to  personalty  is 
complete;  Sweezy  v.  Thayer.  1  Duer,  280,  on  equitable  conversion  by  op- 
eration of  law;  Geiger  v.  Bitzer,  80  Ohio  St.  65,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  285,  88 
X.  E.  134,  17  Ann.  Cas.  151,  holding  that  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion  is 
not  applicable  to  question  of  determining  amovmt  of  widow's  dower;  Macer's 
Appeal,  3  Wallc.  (Pa.)  107,  holding  that  where  power  to  sell  real  estate  is  given 
to  executor  in  his  discretion,  sale  by  him  converts  realty  into  personalty; 
Sax's  Estate,  19  Pa.  Dist.  R.  118,  holding  that  sa;le  of  realty  under  direction 
in  will  to  sell,  is  proper  at  end  of  year,  and  rents  in  that  time  belong  to 
general  residuary  legatee:  Pullinger's  Estate,  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  630,  39  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  126,  holding  that  sale  of  real  estate  for  payment  of  debts  does  not 
work  conversion,  and  when  direction  to  sell  is  merely  for  convenience  of  distribu- 
tion, it  cannot  alter  course  of  inheritance;  Jones  v.  Kirkpatrick,  2  Tenn.  Ch. 
693,  on  the  character  imposed  upon  property  as  determining  the  character  of  it 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  ownership;  Phillips  v.  Ferguson,  85  Va.  509, 
1  L.R.A.  837,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  78,  8  S.  E.  241,  holding  that  direction  by  will 
that  sum  of  money  sliall  be  laid  out  in  land  to  be  divided  between  testator's 
children  is  devise  of  realty:  Carney  v.  Kain,  40  W.  Va.  758,  53  S.  E.  650,  on  the 
doctrine  of  equitable  conversion;  Wood  v.  Armour,  12  Ont.  Eep.  146,  holding  that 
by  absolute  direction  in  will  to  sell  land  and  convert  it  into  money,  such 
land  must  be  treated  as  personalty;  Simmons  v.  Pitt,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  978,  21 
Week.  Rep.  860,  on  money  arising  as  a  charge  on  real  estate,  being  treated  as  per- 
sonal estate;  Re  Milnes,  53  L.  T.  X.  S.  534,  on  the  right  to  treat  as  nersonalty 
the  proceeds   of  the   sale  of  land. 

—  By  testamentary  direction. 

Cited  in  Hilton  v.  Hilton,  2  MacArth.  (D.  C.)  70,  iolding  that  a  direction  to 
sell  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  paying  particular  legacies  is  a  conversion 
of  the  real  estate  for  that  purpose  only,  and  that  the  surplus  proceeds  go  to 
heirs;  Hardee  v.  CTieatham,  52  Miss.  41,  holding  tliat  where  the  executor  in- 
vested the  profits  and  rents  from  the  estate  in  lands  such  investments  were 
treated  the  same  as  other  lands  of  the  estate,  and  not  as  personal  assets, 
where  the  inA'estment  was  authorized  by  the  will;  Martin  v.  Sherman,  2  Sandf. 
Ch.  341,  holding  that  a  will  which  directs  that  the  executors  sell  the  prop- 
erty to  the  best  advantage  and  divide  the  proceeds  among  the  children,  equit- 
able conversion  takes  place;  Mills  v.  Harris,  104  X.  C.  626,  10  S.  E.  704,  on  the 
constructive  conversion  being  made  for  the  purposes  of  the  will;  Xagle's 
Appeal,  13  Pa.  260,  on  the  direction  for  the  sale  of  land,  by  will,  as  work- 
ing a   conversion. 

—  Effect  of  frustration  of  testator's  purpos^ 

Cited  in  Harker  v.  Eeilly,  4  Del.  Ch.  72,  holding  that  under  qualified  conversion 
heir  takes  what  is  ineffectually  disposed  of,  whether  claim  be  against  adminis- 
trator, next  of  kin  or  residuary  legatee;  Moore  v.  Bobbins,  53  X.  J.  Eq.  137,  32 
Atl.  379,  holding  that  if  purpose  for  which  testator  orders  land  to  be  sold 
fails  such  land  passes  to  heir:   Canfield  v.  Canfiold,  62  X.   J.   Eq.   578,   50  Atl. 
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471,  holding  that  where  will  directed  that  certain  land  be  sold  after  death  of  tes- 
tator's wife,  and  that  money  be  divided  among  residuary  legatees,  purpose  of 
conversion  having  failed  by  death  of  one  of  such  legatees,  his  share  should  be 
treated  as  land  and  should  go  to  heir;  Muderspaugh's  Estate,  231  Pa.  376,  80 
Atl.  870,  holding  that  where  testator  has  by  will  directed  sale  of  land  for  specific 
purpose  of  producing  fund  to  pay  charitable  bequest  named,  part  of  fund  in- 
tended for  bequest  which  fails  goes  to  heirs  as  real  estate ;  Root's  Estate,  (> 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  77,  to  the  point  that  where  purpose  of  equitable  conversion  fails, 
property  passes  in  original  state  although  actual  conversion  has  been  effected; 
Hallowell's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  90,  holding  that  where  proceeds  of  sale  of 
land  only  are  disposed  of  by  w'ill  and  there  is  no  disposition  of  intervening 
rents,  latter  goes  to  heirs  until  sale  by  executor;  Pullinger's  Estate,  20  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  729,  holding  that  conversion  does  not  take  place  as  to  a  fund  which 
is  lapsed  at  death  of  testator,  but  it  goes  to  heir;  Hodges's  Estate,  45  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  282,  holding  that  where  a  testator  directed  a  sale  of  land  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose  and  the  sale  of  land  was  unnecessary  by  reason  of  a  total 
failure  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  conversion  was  directed,  the  heir 
may  elect  to  take  the  estate  as  realty ;  Wright  v.  Methodist  Episcopal 
Church,  Hoffm.  Ch.  202;  Painter  v.  Painter,  220  Pa.  82,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
117,  69  Atl.  323, — holding  a  direction  to  sell  will  not  work  a  conversion 
if  the  purposes  or  object  for  which  sale  is  to  be  made,  cannot  be  ac- 
complished. 

Rcconveivsiou  and  devolution  of  lapsed  or  surplus  proceeds  of  converted 
property. 
Cited  in  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  5G3,  4  L.  ed.  400,  holding  that  where  the 
cestui  que  trust  fails  to  make  his  election  before  his  death,  the  property  will 
descend  according  to  the  character  of  the  property  if  the  conversion  had  been 
made;  Ex  parte  ^Mobley,  2  Rich.  Eq.  56,  holding  that  where  land  was  sold  for  par- 
tition, the  wife  who  had  the  interest  in  the  land  dying  before  her  share  of  the 
money  had  been  assigned  to  her  the  husband  took  his  share  in  the  money  the 
same  as  in  the  land;  Hilton  v.  Hilton,  2  MacArth.  70,  holding  that  proceeds  of 
land  sold  to  supply  deficiency  in  personal  estate  to  fill  legacies,  goes  to  the 
heirs,  if  not  otherwise  disposed  of  by  will;  Richards  v.  Miller,  62  111.  417,  hold- 
ing that  where  land  was  ordered  sold,  for  certain  purposes,  the  proceeds  re- 
mained as  land  after  these  purposes  had  been  accomplished;  Oberly  v.  Lerch,  IS 
N.  J.  Eq.  346,  on  the  character  of  proceeds  of  property  of  a  lunatic,  after  all 
the  debts  have  been  paid,  when  the  sale  was  made  upon  the  order  of  the  court; 
Arnold  v.  Gilbert,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  531,  holding  that  if  the  conversion  is  not  for  all 
purposes,  but  the  ones  for  which  it  is  made,  fail,  the  proceeds  will  go  to  the 
lieirs  and  not  the  next  of  kin:  Adams's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  664,  30  W.  N.  C. 
153,  holding  that  where  the  purposes  for  which  a  sale  of  real  estate  is  directed 
by  will,  have  failed,  the  real  estate  descends  to  the  testator's  heirs-at-law ; 
Root's  Estate,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  217,  holding  that  though  there  has  been  actual 
conversion,  if  the  purposes  for  which  conversion  was  directed  fail  in  part,  the 
property,  passes  to  its  original  state  in  proportion  to  what  fails;  Rudy's  Estate, 
19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  390,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  240,  liolding  that  where  realty  is  directed  by  will 
to  be  converted,  but  such  becomes  unnocessary  ami  the  purpose  of  conversion 
fails,  the  realty  descends  as  if  unconverted;  King  v.  King,  13  R.  I.  501,  on 
the  right  of  the  court  to  treat  -as  unconverted,  property  ordered  sold,  but  the 
purposes  for  which  to  be  sold,  had  failed ;  Betts  v.  Betts,  4  Abb.  N.  C.  317  ^ 
Gallagher  v.   Rowan,   86  Va.   823,   11   S.  E.   121,— holding  that   wliere   the   pur- 
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poses  for  whicli  land  was  to  be  converted,  partially  fail,  the  land  must  be 
converted  to  fill  the  other  remaining  purposes,  but  the  surplus  will  be  treated 
as  money  but  will  go  to  the  heir;  Re  Cameron,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  19,  53  L.  J. 
Ch.  X.  S.  1139,  50  L.  T.  N.  S.  339,  32  Week.  Rep.  834,  holding  that  where  the 
testator  directed  his  testators  to  operate  mill  owned  by  him  until  his  son  became 
thirty  years  of  age,  it  was  binding  upon  tliem  only  until  all  the  legacies  were 
paid,  and  all  profits  thereafter  were  to  be  distributed  among  the  heir  and 
the  next  of  kin;  Bective  v.  Hodgson,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  650,  10  Jur.  X.  S.  373,  3  Xew 
Reports,  054,  10  L.  T.  X.  S.  202,  12  Week.  Rep.  625,  holding  that  where  real 
estate  lias  been  by  \^  ill,  directed  to  be  converted  into  personalty  or  personalty  into 
realty,  and  the  conversion  has  taken  place,  if  the  disposition  for  any  reason 
fails,  the  property  into  which  it  lias  been  converted  will  be  treated  in  its  original 
form  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  ownership  of  it;  Curteis  v.  Wormald, 
L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  172,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  59,  40  L.  T.  N.  S.  108,  27  Week.  Rep. 
419,  holding  where  personal  estate  is  bequeathed  upon  trusts  for  conversion  into 
land  to  be  held  in  trust  which  ultimately  fail,  land  purchased  before  the 
failure  of  the  trust  goes  to  the  next  of  kin  as  real  estate;   Re  Riclierson   [1892J 

1  Ch.  370,  01  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  202,  66  L.  T.  X.  S.  174,  40  Week.  Rep.  233. 
holding  that  where  real  estate  is  devised  upon  trust  for  conversion  into  person- 
alty, to  be  held  upon  trusts  which  in  the  result  partially  fail,  the  proceeds  of  the 
land,  and  the  land  unsold,  both  result  to  the  heir  as  personal  estate;  Fletcher 
v.  Ashburner,  7  E.  R.  C.  1,  1  Bro.  Ch.  497,  1  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  968. 
liolding  that  a  trust  to  convert  and  pay  proceeds  to  one,  devolved  a  personal 
property  on  his  next  of  kin,  he  having  predeceased. 

Distinguished  in  Steed  v.  Preece,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  192,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  687, 
22  \Aeek.  Rep.  432;  Hyett  v.  Mekin,  L.  R.  25  Ch.  Div.  735,  53  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
241,  50  L.  T.  X".  S.  54,  32  Week.  Rep.  513,— holding  that  where  a  court  makes 
an  absolute  order  for  sale,  which  is  within  its  jurisdiction,  it  operates  as  a 
conversion  from  the  date  of  the  order,  before  sale. 
—  Resulting  trusts. 

Cited  in  Re  Steele,  124  Cal.  533,  57  Pac.  504,  holding  that  when  one  or  more 
children  die  before  the  distribution  of  an  estate  left  to  them,  the  trustee 
holds  the  share  as  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  tlie  heirs  of  the  testator; 
Packard  v.  Marshall,  138  ilass.  301,  holding  that  when  the  purposes  of  a 
trust  have  been  completely  performed  or  have  failed,  the  trustees  then  hold  the 
estate,   for   the  benefit  of  the   lieirs  as   a  resulting  trust;    Sandford   v.   Weeden, 

2  Heisk.  71,  on  what  constitutes  a  resulting  trust;  Roy  v.  Monroe,  47  N.  J. 
Eq.  356,  20  Atl.  481;  Harryman  v.  Harryman,  49  Md.  67, — holding  that  equitable 
conversion  is  not  to  be  presumed  beyond  purposes  of  will,  and  when  these 
fail,  there  is  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  heir. 

DLstribulioii  of  lapsed  legacies. 

Cited  in  Worcester  Trust  Co.  v.  Turner,  210  Mass.  115,  90  X.  E.  132,  to  the 
point  that  share  of  residuary  legatee  who  dies  in  the  life  of  testator,  will  pass 
to  next  of  kin  under  statute  of  distribution ;  Floyd  v.  Barker,  1  Paige,  480,  hold- 
ing that  if  there  is  a  general  residuary  clause,  and  a  specific  legacy  lapsed,  tlie 
legacy  falls  in  to  the  residue  under  the  general  clause,  but  if  the  residuary 
legatee  die,  the  legacy  goes  to  the  next  of  kin;  Mowatt  v.  Carow,  7  Paige, 
328,  32  Am.  Dec.  041,  liolding  that  where  a  legacy  or  devise  is  made  to  two  or 
more  persons  as  tenants  in  common  or  severalty,  the  shares  of  such  as  may  die 
before  the  testator  become  lapsed  in  the  absence  of  special  jirovisions  to  go  to 
the  survivor;  Cutter  v.  Doughty,  7  Hill,  305,  on  the  disposition  of  lapsed  legacies; 
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Morrow  v.  Brenizer,  2  Rawle,  185,  holding  that  M-here  the  devisee  dies,  so  that 
the  legacy  lapses,  the  descent  to  the  heir  is  not  broken;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  38 
N.  C.  (3  Ired.  Eq.)  426,  holding  that  if  one  of  the  legatees  dies  during  the  life 
time  of  the  testator,  his  share  if  not  otherwise  provided,  becomes  a  part  of  the 
residue  of  the  estate;  Tinney's  Estate,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  765,  holding  that  where 
the  cestui  que  trust  for  life  died  without  issue,  and  that  event  not  having  been 
provided  for  in  the  will,  the  estate  to  which  the  trust  related  will  pass  under  the 
intestate  laws;  Cureton  v.  Massey,  13  Rich.  Eq.  104,  94  Am.  Dec.  151,  on  the  dis- 
tribution of  lapsed   legacies. 

—  Disinheritance. 

Cited  in  Areson  v.  Areson,  3  Denio,  458,  on  the  necessity  of  the  intention  to 
disinherit  the  heir  appearing  plainly  in  a  will,  as  it  will  not  be  implied; 
Howell's  Estate,  185  Pa.  350,  39  Atl.  966:  Coffman  v.  Coffman  (Coflfman  v. 
Heatnole)  85  Va.  459,  2  L.R.A.  848,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  69,  28  S.  E.  672,— on  what 
is  necessary  to  disinherit  the  heir. 
Who  are  "deceased  children." 

Cited  in  Patton  v.  Ludington,  103  Wis.  62D,  Y4  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  79  N.  W. 
1073,  holding  that  a  clause  in  a  will  leaving  the  estate  to  the  children  or  to 
the  heirs  of  deceased  children,  it  meant  children  deceased  at  the  time  of  testator's 
death. 

7  E.  R.  C.  26,  GRIFFITH  v.  RICKETTS,  7  Hare,  299,  14  Jur.  166,  19  L.  J.  Ch. 

N.   S.   100. 
Cqiiitable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Graham  v.  DeWitt,  3  .Bradf.  ISO,  holding  that  where  there  is  an  un- 
qualified direction  to  change  money  into  land  or  land  into  money,  the  property 
will  have  the  character  imposed  upon  it,  thougli  its  character  has  not  been 
changed;  Sweezy  v.  Thayer,  1  Duer,  2^6,  holding  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
treat  property  in  the  character  impressed  upon  it  by  the  Avill,  and  continue  to 
do  so  until  the  one  entitled  to  it  elects  to  take  it  in  its  own  form. 

—  By  assignment  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  Goodeve  v.  Manners,  5  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  114,  on  tlie  conversion  of 
property  by   a  conveyance   for  the   benefit   of  creditors. 

—  Time  wlien  effected. 

Cited   in    Loughborough   v.   Loughborough,    14   B.   Mon.    441,   holding   that   the 
conversion  takes  place  from  the  time  of  the  testator's  dcatli,  or  from  the  date 
of   the   deed. 
Conveyances  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  McDonald  v.  Putnam,  7  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  395,  holding  that  creditors 
generally  were  entitled  to  proceeds  of  property  sold  by  trustee  for  benefit  of 
creditors,  where  general  release  by  creditors  was  set  aside. 

•Cited  in  2  Beach,  Trusts,  1329,  on  creation  of  trust  for  payment  of  debts  by 
deed;  2  Beach,  Trusts,  1317,  on  trusts  for  payment  of  debts  and  legacies. 
Revocability  of  conveyance  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  Spooner  v.  Jones,  3  Ch.  Cham.  481,  on  the  revocability  of  a  deed  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors;  Leacock  v.  Chambers,  3  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  645,  on 
when  a  conveyance  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  ceases  to  be  revocable;  Douglass 
V.  Sanson,  1  N.  B.  Eq.  Rep.  122,  holding  that  a  trust  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  is  irrevocable  after  it  has  been  communicated  to  the  creditors,  and 
acted  upon  by  him;  Goodeve  v.  Manners,  5  Grant,  Ch.   (U.  C.)    114,  holding  that) 
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a   conveyance   for   the   benefit   of   creditors   may   create   a   valid   and   irrevocable 
trust. 

7  E.  R.  C.  38,  ASHBY  v.  PALMER,  1  Meriv.  29G,  15  Revised  Rep.  116. 
Equitable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Ohio  L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Winn,  4  Md.  Ch.  251,  holding  that  land 
articled  or  devised  to  be  sold  and  turned  into  money  shall  be  treated  in  a 
court  of  equity  as  money;  Williams's  Case,  3  Bland,  Ch.  186,  on  the  doctrine 
of  equitable  conversion;  Johnson  v.  Quackenbush,  1  Barb.  Cli.  292,  on  the  con- 
version of  land  into  personalty;  Harcum  v.  Hudnall,  14  Gratt.  300,  holding  that 
land  directed  by  the  will  to  be  sold  will  be  treated  as  money,  even  though  no 
sale  has  been  made;  Bell  v.  Humphrey,  8  W.  Va.  1,  holding  that  where  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  testator  to  make  a  gift  of  money,  the  land  would  be 
treated   as   money   for   the   purposes   of   the   will. 

Cited  in  1  Thomas,  Estates,  923,  on  bond  and  mortgage  given  to  special  guar- 
dian to  secure  purchase  money  on  sale  of  infant's  land  as  personalty. 

—  Postponed  sales. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Gilbert,  5  Barb.  190,  holding  that  if  the  direction  to  sell 
is    imperative,    it   is    immaterial    if    the   time   for    sale   be    postponed,    and   the 
conversion  takes  effect  immediately. 
Reconversion. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  McCrary,  38  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  Eq.)  204,  holding  thai  where  land 
was  directed  by  the  will  to  be  sold,  it  would  be  treated  as  money  and  if  one  of 
the  devisees  died  before  distribution  it  would  go  to  his  personal  representa- 
tives as  money;  Hannah  v.  Swarner,  3  Watts  &  S.  223,  38  Am.  Dec.  754,  holding 
that  land  impressed  with  the  character  of  money  must  remain  so  impressed 
imtil  some  person  elects  to  take  it  in  its  character  as  land;  Pratt  v.  Taliaferro, 
3  Leigh,  419,  holding  that  the  character  of  money  once  being  impressed  upon 
land,  it  retains  it  until  some  one  having  authority  changes  its  character; 
Tazewell  v.  Smith,  1  Rand.  (Va.)  313,  10  Am.  Dec.  533,  holding  unless  someone 
with  the  right  to  elect,  cliooses  to  receive  it  as  land,  tlie  land  ^mlored  converted 
will   be  treated  as  money. 

Capacity  of  an  incompetent  person  to  make  election. 

Cited  in  La  Grange  Mills  v.  Kener,  121  Ga.  429,  49  S.  E.  300,  on  the  right 
of  an  insane  widow  to  make  an  election  as  to  dower;  Andrews  v.  Bassett,  92 
Midi.  449,  17  L.R.A.  296,  52  N.  W.  743,  holding  that  there  is  no  presumption 
of  election  in  a  failure  of  an  incompetent  person  to  elect:  Pcnliallow  v.  Kim- 
ball, 61  N.  H.  596;  Wright  v.  West,  2  Lea,  78,  31  Am.  Rep.  586,— on  the  right 
of  a   lunatic  to  elect. 

—  To  give  consent. 

Cited  in  Philadclpliia  Trust,  S.  &  D.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allison,  108  ]\Ie.  326,  39  L.R.A. 
(N.S. )  39,  80  Atl.  833,  holding  that  one  under  guardianship  as  an  habitual 
drunkard  is  not  capable  of  giving  consent  to  conveyance  of  property  which  has 
been  placed  in  trust  for  him  and  whicli  may  be  conveyed  by  trustee  with  his 
consent. 
.  Kqulties  arising   between   real  and  personal   representatives. 

Cited  in  Paul  v.  Vork,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  547,  on  tiie  equities  arising  between  the  real 
and    ])ersonal    representatives. 
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liiability  of  estate  for  debts  of  the  deceased. 

Cited  in  Campbell's  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch.  209,  20  Am.  Dec.  360,  on  the  property  of 
a  deceased  as  liable  foi-  debts  of  the  deceased. 

7  E.  R.  C.  45,  PULTENEY  v.  DARLINGTON,  1  Bro.  Ch.  223,  affirmed  by  the 

House  of  Lords  in  7  Bro.  P.  C.  530. 
Equitable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Morrow  v.  Brenizer,  2  Ra,wle,  185  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of 
length  of  time  upon  devise  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  upon  its  cliaracter  as 
realty  or  personalty;  Re  Williams,  7  Ont.  L.  Rep.  156,  on  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  conversion  in  equity;  Re  De  Lancey,  L.  R.  4  Exch.  345,  on  the 
applicability  of  the  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion  to  the  construction  of 
statute. 

—  Right  to  elect  as  to  reconversion. 

Cited  in  Smiley  v.  Jones,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  312,  holding  that  where  a  will  directs 
land  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  certain  persons,  they  may  elect  whether  they 
will   take  the   land   or   the   money. 

—  Signifying  election. 

Cited  in  Wheldale  v.  Partridge,  8  Ves.  Jr.  227,  7  Revised  Rep.  37,  holding 
that  in  order  to  effect  a  reconversion  the  party  entitled  to  the  money  must 
do  some  act  to  indicate  an  election  to  reconvert;  Re  Gordon,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div. 
531,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  794,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  627,  holding  that  a  renunciation 
of  probate  operated  as  an  election  to  take  the  land  as  real  estate,  and  not 
personalty;  Foreman  v.  Foreman,  7  Barb.  215,  on  the  necessity  of  some. act  show- 
ing an  election  or  intent  to  elect. 
Reconversion  by  union  of  the  real  and  personal  properties. 

Cited  in  Forman  v.  Marsh,  11  N.  Y.  544,  holding  that  the  character  of  land 
impressed  upon  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  an  infant's  land,  ceases 
on  the  infant's  attaining  his  majority  and  obtaining  possession  thereof;  Re 
Rathyen,  115  App.  Div.  644,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  289,  on  the  discharge  of  real  uses 
impressed  upon  personal  property  by  a  merger  of  the  two  in  the  same  person. 
Parol  evidence  to  explain  will. 

Cited  in  Pell  v.  Ball,  Speers,  Eq.  48,  on  the  admission  of  paiol  evidence  to 
show  what  property  was  covered  by  the  description  in  a  will;  Pole  v.  Somers,  6 
Ves.  Jr.  309,  on  the  admissibility  of  a  schedule  written  by  the  testator  sub- 
sequent to  the  will  to  prove  satisfaction ;  Druce  v.  Dem'son,  6  Ves.  Jr.  385,  hold- 
ing that  a  statement  of  property  by  a  testator  as  to  what  property  he  had  and 
what  he  had  not  bequeathed  could  be  introduced  and  proven  as  testamentary. 
Pleadings  in  equity. 

Cited  in  Madison  VV.  &  M.  PI.  Road  Co.  v.  Watertown  &  P.  PI.  Road  Co. 
5   Wis.   173,   on   the   rules  of   pleading   in   equity. 

7  E.  R.  C.  59,  CURTEIS  v.  WORMALD,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  172,  40  L.  T.  N.  S. 

108,  27  Week.   Rep.  419. 
Reconversion  on  failure  of  object  of  conversion. 

Cited  in  Re  Richerson  [1892]  1  Ch.  379,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  202,  66  L.  T. 
N.  S.  174,  40  Week.  Rep.  233,  holding  that  where  real  estate  is  devised  upon  trust 
for  conversion  into  personalty  to  be  held  upon  trusts  which  partially  fail,  tlie 
proceeds  of  the  land  sold,  as  well  as  that  unsold,  results  to  the  heir  as  personal 
estate. 
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Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Eul.  Cas.  20,  on  equitable  conversion  of  realty  into 
personalty  and  vice  versa. 

Cited  in  Underhill,  Am.  Ed.  Trusts,  168,  170-172,  on  persons  to  whom  trust 
created   by   will  results. 

7   E.  R.   C.  66,  MACKLIN  x.  RICHARDSON,   1   Ambl.  694,  Lib.   Reg.   1770,  B. 

fol.  35. 
Common  law  copyright. 

Cited  in  Werckmeister  v.  American  Lithographic  Co.  142  Fed.  827,  on  the 
property  of  the  owner  of  a  painting  before  publication. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  L.R.A.  376,  on  common-law  right  of  authors  and  others 
in  intellectual  productions;  2  B.  R.  C.  110,  on  infringement  of  dramatic  copy- 
right. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  222,  on  right  of  author  in  unpublished  works: 
Drone,  Copyr.  107,  on  violation  of  owner's  common  laAv  rights  by  publishing  his 
manuscript  in  print  without  his  consent;  Macgillivay,  Copyr.  120,  121,  on  nature 
of  performing  rights  within  copyright  law;  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  :J7,  on  what  is 
protected  by  copyright  statute  as  an  original  book. 

—  Sufficiency  of  publication  to  free  the  copyright. 

Cited  in  Werckmeister  v.  American  Lithographic  Co.  68  L.R.A.  591,  69  C.  C. 
A.  553,  34  Fed.  321,  holding  that  an  exhibition  of  a  painting  at  an  academy 
at  which  the  public  were  admitted  for  pay,  but  no  person  was  allowed  to  copy 
the  paintings,  was  not  such  a  publication  as  avoided  the  copyright;  Chamber 
of  Commerce  v.  Wells,  100  Minn.  205,  111  N.  W.  157,  holding  that  a  publication 
of  market  and  stock  quotations  to  a  select  few,  upon  a  black  board  for  the 
benefit  of  its  members,  is  not  a  general  publication  so  as  to  make  them  pub- 
lic property;  McDearmott  Commission  Co.  v.  Board  of  Trade,  7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  889, 
77  C.  C.  A.  479,  8  Ann.  Cas.  759,  146  Fed.  961,  holding  same  where  communi- 
cated to  members  and  by  them  posted  upon  blackl)oards  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
their  customers;  Grigsby  v.  Breckcnridge,  2  Bush,  480,  92  Am.  Dec.  509,  holding 
that  the  reading  of  a  private  letter  by  the  recipient  to  a  friend  is  not  a  publi- 
cation of  it  so  as  to  bar  the  author's  right  to  restrain  another  from  publishing  it. 

Cited  in  note  in  25  E.  R.  C.  265,  on  publication  in  cases  of  literary  copy- 
right. 

Cited  in  Drone,  Copyr.  119,  as  to  when  a\ithor's  common  law  rights  are  lost 
by  publication. 

—  Dramatic  and  forensic  productions. 

Cited  in  Ferris  v.  Frohman,  223  U.  S.  424,  56  L.  ed.  492,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
263,  holding  that  exclusive  common  law  performing  rights  of  owner  of  un- 
printed  and  unpublished  play  are  not  lost  by  public  presentation;  Boucicault  v. 
Fox,  5  Blatchf.  87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,691,  holding  that  as  long  as  a  play  remains 
in  manuscript,  equity  will  protect  it,  even  though  it  has  been  produced  at 
some  theatre  with  the  autlior"s  consent;  Palmer  v.  De  Witt,  47  N.  Y.  532, 
7  Am.  Rep.  480,  holding  that  the  production  of  a  play  in  a  public  tiieatre  is  not 
such  a  dedication  of  it  to  the  public,  as  will  authorize  any  one  to  reproduce  it 
without  the  author's  permission;  Keene  v.  Wheatley,  5  Clark  (Pa.)  501,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,644,  holding  tliat  the  production  of  a  play  before  an  indiscriminate 
audience,  lost  to  the  proprietor  the  right  to  restrain  others  if  it  was  not  copy- 
righted; Caird  v.  Sime,  L.  R.  12  App.  Cas.  326,  57  L.  .1.  P.  C.  N.  S.  2,  57  L.  T. 
N.  S.  634,  36  Week.  Rep.  199,  holding  that  a  lecturer  who  delivers  lectures  of 
his  own  composition   to  classes   in    a  University   lecture  room   does  not   thereby 
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publish  them  so  as  to  lose  his  right' to  restrain  others  from  publishing  them; 
Boucicault  v.  Chatterton,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div,  267,  4G  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  305,  35  L.  T. 
X.  S.  745,  25  Week.  Rep.  287,  holding  that  a  production  of  play  in  a  foreign 
country  was  a  publication  of  it  so  that  the  author  lost  his  right  to  restrain 
otliers  from  producing  it. 

Cited  in  Drone,  Copyr.  556,  557,  as  to  whether  owner's  common  law  rights  are 
lost  by  public  performance  of  manuscript  drama. 

—  Reproductions  from  notes  or  memory  of  drama. 

Cited  in  Tompkins  v.  Halleck,  133  Mass.  32,  43  Am.  Rep.  480,  holding  that  the 
proprietor  of  a  dramatic  representation  may  restrain  another  from  using  a  copy 
made  from  memory  by  a  spectator  attending  a  production  of  it  at  a  public  theatre, 
if  it  had  not  been  printed. 

Disapproved  in  Keene  v.  Clarke,  5  Robt.  38,  holding  that  a  person  could  make 
use  of  such  of  a  play  as  he  remembered  from  seeing  it,  unless  there  was  agree- 
ment not  to  do  so. 
Injunction  against  wrongful  publication  of  private  writings. 

Cited  in  Bartlett  v.  Crittenden,  5  McLean,  32,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,076,  holding  that 
the  publication  of  priA'ate  letters  will  be  restrained,  if  done  without  the  writer's 
consent;  Pierpont  v.  Fowle,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  23,  Fed.'  Cas.  No.  11,152,  holding 
that  if  the  title  is  free  from  doubt  the  court  will  enjoin  a  reproduction  of  a  man- 
uscript. 

7  E.  R.  C.  78,  CARY  v.  LONGMAN,  1  East,  358,  3  Esp.  273,  6  Revised  Rep.  285. 

Cited  in  Simmons  v.  Stanton,  75  Fed.  6,  by  way  of  reference  to  another  case. 
Copyrighting  of  matter  partially  resulting  from  labor  of  others. 

Cited  in  Callaghan  v.  Myers,  128  U.  S.  617,  32  L.  ed.  547,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  177, 
holding  that  a  copyright  of  a  volume  of  law  reports  will  protect  that  part  of 
the  volume  which  is  the  result  of  the  labor  of  the  reporter,  although  he  has  no 
exclusive  riglit  in  the  judge's  opinions. 

—  Compilations,  revisions  and  rearrangements. 

Cited  in  Emerson  v.  Davies,  3  Story,  768,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,436,  holding  that  any 
new  and  original  plan,  arrangement  or  combination  of  materials  will  entitle  the 
author  to  a  copyright,  whether  the  materials  themselves  are  new  or  old;  Law- 
rence v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136,  on  the  right  of  the  equitable  owner 
of  a  book  to  copj^right  the  work  or  punish  its  violation. 
Permissible  use  of  copyrighted  works. 

Cited  in  Webb.  v.  Powers,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  497,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,323,  holding  that 
the  copying  of  parts  of  some  books,  such  as  dictionaries,  gazetteers,  cyclopedias 
and  the  like,  is  tolerated  but  the  party  copying  must  introduce  new  talent  along 
with  that  part  so  as  not  to  work  a  substantial  invasion  of  the  old  work. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  126,  on  right  of  compiler  of  work  containing 
information  derived  from  sources  common  to  all  to  avail  himself  of  previous  copy- 
righted work  on  same  subject. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray  Copyr.  12,  16,  26,  on  what  is  protected  by  copyright 
statute  as  an  original  boolc. 

—  What  copying  amounts  to  a  violation  of  a  copyright. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Ferry,  9  Sawy.  395,  18  Fed.  539,  holding  that  substanti- 
ally copying  a  map  without  any  alteration  or  revision  except  in  coloring,  is  an 
infringement  of  the  copyright;  Gilmore  v.  Anderson,  38  Fed.  846,  holding  that 
copying  parts  of  the  book,  as  quotations,  prominent  words,  and  the  substance  of 
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the  expression  is  an  infringement  of  the  copyright;  Walter  v.  SteinkopfT  [lSft2] 
3  Ch.  489,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  521,  67  L.  T.  N.  S.  184,  40  Week.  Rep.  599,  on  the 
amount  of  matter  necessary  to  be  copied  in  order  to  work  an  infringement  of 
the  copyright. 

—  Right  to  enjoin  infringement. 

Cited  in  Moodie  v.  Fiske,  2  Mason,  112,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,745,  on  the  right  to  ' 
enjoin  the  copying  of  a  substantial  part  of  a  book. 

—  Proper  action  for  recovery  of  damages  for  piracy  of  copyriglit. 

Cited  in  Atwill  v.  Ferrett,  2  Blatchf.  39,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  640,  holding  that  action 
on  the  case  is  tjie  proper  form  of  action  for  damages  for  violation  of  copyright. 

7  E.  R.  C.  8G,  GRACE  v.  NEWMAN,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  298,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  623,  23 

Week.  Rep.  517. 
Rights  of  employer  in  manuscript  oi"  booli  produced  by  employee. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1188,  on  rights  of  employer  and  employee 
with  respect  to  things  produced  by  labor  of  employee;  1  B.  R.  C.  329,  on  rights  of 
employer  and  employee  in  latter"s  literary  or  pictorial  work. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  77,  on  rights  of  assigsiee  of  manuscript  before  pub- 
lication. 
Wliat  is  subject  to  copyriglit  as  a  "book." 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  131,  on  existence  of  copyright  independently 
of  registration. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray  Copyr.  19,  on  what  is  protected  by  copyright  statute  as 
an  original  book. 

Distinguished  in  Cable  v.  Marks,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  107,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  432,  31 
Week.  Rep.  221,  holding  that  a  puzzle  in  book  form  was  not  a  literary  production 
which  could  be  protected  by  copyright. 

—  Commercial  compositions,  catalogues  and  illustrations. 

Cited  in  Yuengling  v.  Schile,  20  Blatchf.  452,  12  Fed.  97,  holding  that  a  clnonio 
if  a  meritorious  work  of  art  may  be  copyrighted  though  designed  and  used  for 
gratuitous  distribution;  Church  v.  Linton,  25  Ont.  Rep.  131,  holding  that  circu- 
lars and  application  blanks  used  in  advertising,  were  subject  to  copyright  and 
protection ;  Maple  v.  Junior  Army  &  Navy  Stores,  L.  R.  21  Ch.  Div.  369,  52  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  07,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  589,  31  Week.  Rep.  70,  holding  that  a  catalogue  pre- 
pared for  advertising  purposes,  containing  illustrations  prepared  by  artists  hired 
by  the  company  was  a  literary  production  which  would  be  protected. 

Distinguished  in  Ehret  v.  Pierce,  18  Blatchf.  302,  10  Fed.  553,  holding  that  a 
color  card  consisting  of  small  pieces  of  colored  paper  to  show  different  shades 
of  paints  is  not  subject  to  copyright;  J.  L.  IMott  Iron  Works  v.  Clow,  53  U.  S. 
App.  4G1,  27  C.  C.  A.  2,')0,  82  Fed.  316,  holding  a  price  catalogue  containing  il- 
lustrations of  wares,  and  the  letter  press  being  conlined  to  a  statement  of  dimen- 
sions and  price  is  not  subject  to  copyriglit. 
Copyright  of  book  as  protecting  pictures  used  as  illustrations. 

Cited  in  Life  Pub.  Co.  v.  Rose  Pub.  Co.  12  Ont.  L.  Rep.  380,  holding  that 
drawings  published  in  book  form  were  protected  by  copyright  of  the  book. 

Distinguished  in  Petty  v.  Taylor  [1897]  1  Ch.  405,  00  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  209,  75 
L.  T.  N.  S.  545,  45  Week.  Rep.  299,  holding  that  a  copyright  of  a  book  does  not 
protect  in  respect  of  drawings  introduced  as  illustrations  and  the  art  of  copyright 
«if  uhieh   is  in  otlier   persons. 
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7  E,.  E.  C.  94,  HAWKESWORTH'S  VOYAGES  CASE,  Lofft,  775. 
Publication  of  an  abridgment  as  an  infringement  of  a  copyright. 

Cited  iu  Story  v.  Holcombe,  4  McLean,  30G,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,497,  holding 
that  a  fair  abridgment  though  it  injures  the  sale  of  the  original  book,  is  law- 
ful; Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136,  on  the  publication  of  a 
bona  fide  abridgment  of  a  work,  as  an  infringement  of  the  copyright. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  115,  on  right  to  fair  use  of  prior  copyriglited 
work  on  subject  in  which  there  are  common  sources  of  information. 

7  E.  R.  C.  95,  GYLES  v.  WILCOX,  2  Atk.  141,  3  Atk.  2G9,  Barnard.  Ch.  368. 
What  constitutes  a  lawful  abridgment  of  a  copyrighted  work. 

Cited  in  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Clifi'.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136,  on  what  con- 
stitutes an  abridgment  so  as  not  to  be  an  infringement  of  the  copyright;  Fol- 
«om  V.  Marsh,  2  Story,  100,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,901,  holding  that  a  substantial  con- 
densation of  the  matter  of  the  original  work,  and  which  requires  intellectual 
labor  and  judgment  is  not  an  infringement;  Story  v.  Holcombe,  4  McLean,  300, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,497,  holding  that  a  fair  abridgment  of  a  book,  though  it  injures 
the  sales  of  the  original,  is  lawful. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  L.R.A.  378,  on  common-law  right  of  authors  and  others 
in    intellectual  productions. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  25,  on  what  is  protected  by  copyright  statute 
as  an  original  book;  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  115,  on  right  to  fair  use  of  prior 
copyrighted  work  on  subject  in  which  there  are  common  sources  of  informa- 
tion; Drone,  Copyr.  435,  438,  442,  445,  on  abridgment  of  copyrighted  work  as 
piracy. 
—  Restraining  infringement. 

Cited  in  Livingston  v.  Van  Ingen,  9  Johns.  507,  on  the  right  to  an  injunction 
restraining  the  infringement  of  a  patent. 

Reference  in  suits  in  equity. 

Cited  in  Duncan  v.  Lyon,  3  Johns.  Ch.  351,  on  the  right  to  a  reference  of 
matters  in  an  action  of  accounting. 

7  E.  R.  C.  102,  KELLY  v.  MORRIS,  35  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  423,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  697,  14 

L.  T.  N.  S.  222,  14  Week.  Rep.  496. 
What  is  entitled  to  protection  by  copyright. 

Cited  in  Walter  v.  Lane  [1900]  A.  C.  539,  2  B.  R.  C.  312,  69  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
699,  49  Week.  Rep.  95,  83  L.  T.  N.  S.  289,  16  Times  L.  R.  551,  holding  that 
person  who  makes  notes  of  speech  delivered  in  public,  transcribes  them  and 
publishes  in  newspaper  verbatim  report  of  the  speech  is  author  of  report  within 
meaning  of  copyright  act  of  1842;  Ager  v.  Peninsular  &  0.  Steam  Nav.  Co.  L.  R. 
26  Ch.  Div.  637,  53  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  589,  50  L.  T.  N.  S.  477,  33  Week.  Rep.  116, 
holding  that  a  code  book  was  entitled  to  copyright  and  protection  against  persons 
using  it  to  arrange  a  code  for  themselves;  Chilton  v.  Progress  Printing  &  Pub. 
Co.  [1895]  2  Ch.  29,  holding  that  the  announcement  of  the  names  of  horses 
likely  to  win  in  each  day's  races  is  not  a  literary  piece  entitled  to  copyright: 
Walter  v.  Lane  [1899]  2  Ch.  749,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  760,  48  Week.  Rep.  218. 
81  L.  T.  N.  S.  395,  36  Times  L.  R.  27,  [1900]  A.  C.  539,  69  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  699, 
83  L.  T.  N.  S.  289,  49  Week.  Rep.  95,  16  Times  L.  R.  551,  holding  that  one  who 
makes  notes  of  a  speech  delivered  in  public  and  afterward  publishes  a  verbatim 


7  E.  E.  C.  102]        NOTES  OX  ENGLISH  RULING  CASES.  796 

leport  of  it  in  a  newspaper  is  the  author  of  the  report,  and  may  be  protegted 
under  the  copyright  laws. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  82,  on  new  corrections  and  addition  to  old 
work  as  subject-matter  of  copyright;  2  B.  E.  C.  336,  on  copyright  in  report 
of  public  speech. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  16,  17,  on  what  is  protected  by  copyright  stat- 
ute as  an  original  book;   Drone,  Copyr.  153,  on  compilations  as  proper  subject 
of  copyright;   Drone,   Copyr.  207,  on  right  to  copyright  for  work  same  as  has 
been  previously  copyrighted. 
Conimoii  law,  literary  property. 

Cited  in  Jewelers'  Mercantile  Agency  v.  Jewelers'  Weekly  Pub.  Co.  84  Hun, 
12,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  41,  holding  that  a  person  has  a  right  to  his  literary  pro- 
duction independent  of  copyright  statutes  prior  to  publication. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  L.E.A.  358,  on  common-law  riglit  of  authors  and  others 
in  intellectual  productions. 

—  Loss  of  right  to  copyright  by  publication. 

Cited  in  Kiernan  v.   Manhattan  Quotation  Teleg.  Co.  50  How.  Pr.   194,  hold- 
ing that  the  transmission  of  news  over  telegraphic  printing  instruments  to  sub- 
scribers is  not  a  general  publication. 
Infringement  of  copyright  by  unfair  vise  of  work. 

Cited  in  Beaucliemin  v.  Cadieux,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec,  10  B.  R.  255,  283,  on  what 
constitutes  an  infringement  of  a  copyrighted  word;  Hogg  v.  Scott,  L.  R.  18  Eq. 
444,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  705,  31  L.  T.  N.  S.  73,  22  Week.  Rep.  640,  holding  that 
the  publishing  of  a  similar  book  on  horticulture  referring  to  the  plaintiff's  book 
for  information  when  other  was  not  at  hand,  was  a  copying  so  as  to  infringe 
the  copyright. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  88,  101,  105,  on  what  is  a  piratical  copy  of  copy- 
righted work;  Drone,  Copyr.  394,  396,  412,  417-420,  429,  on  what  constitutes 
piracy  of  copyrighted  work. 

—  Similar  productions  from  same  originals. 

Cited  in  Bleistein  v.  Donaldson  Lithographing  Co.  188  U.  S.  239,  47  L.  ed. 
460,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  298,  holding  that  while  a  person  may  picture  the  same 
thing,  he  could  not  copy  a  picture  of  the  thing  made  by  another  person;  National 
Cloak  &  Suit  Co.  v.  Kaufman,  189  Fed.  215,  holding  that  it  was  no  objection  to 
copyright  of  pictures  representing  women  in  costumes  in  cloak  and  suit  catalogue 
that  pictures  represented  visible  actual  persons  and  things,  and  that  complain- 
ant could  not  monopolize  right  to  picture  them,  under  rule  that  while  others 
are  free  to  copy  original,  they  may  not  copy  the  copy. 

—  Compilations  from  original  sources. 

Cited  in  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136,  holding  that  one 
cannot  use  materials  as  collected  and  furnished  in  a  copyrighted  wo>k  beyond  the 
extent  falling  within  the  definition  of  fair  use;  Banks  v.  McDivitt,  13  Blatchf. 
163,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  961,  holding  that  a  subsequent  compiler  of  information  must 
refer  to  the  original  sources  for  their  information  and  they  can  not  copy  the 
results  of  a  previous  compilation;  List  Pub.  Co.  v.  Keller,  30  Fed.  772;  Sampson 
&  M.  Co.  V.  Seaver-Radford  Co.  72  C.  C.  A.  55,  140  Fed.  539,— holding  that  the 
copying  of  names  from  the  directory  for  use  in  another  was  an  infringement 
of  the  copyright;  West  Pub.  Co.  v.  Edward  Thompson  Co.  169  Fed.  833,  hold- 
ing that  the  use  of  copyrighted  digest  paragraph  and  syllabus  head-notes  by  a 
law  writer  to  trace  matter  which  he  has  then  verified  in  the  official  publications 
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is  not  an  infringement;  Morris  v.  Aslibee,  L.  li.  7  Eq.  34,  19  L.  T.  N.  S.  550, 
holding  that  the  copying  of  names  from  a  directory  would  be  restrained  even 
though  tliese  names  were  in  the  form  of  advertisements;  Cox  v.  Land  &  Water 
Journal  Co.  L.  R.  9  Eq.  324,  holding  that  a  published  list  of  hunts  and  masters 
of  the  hunt,  could  be  protected  against  copying. 

—  Use  of  other  compilation  to  verify  or  for  check  list. 

Explained  in  Morris  v.  Wright,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  279,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  78,  18  Week.. 
Rep.  327,  holding  that  while  the  compiler  of  a  new  directory  may  not  copy 
names  from  an  old  one,  yet  he  may  refer  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  directing  him 
to  persons  where  information  may  be  obtained. 

—  Scope  of  injunction  restraining  infringement. 

Cited  in   Social  Register  Asso.  v.  Murphy,   128   Fed.   116,   on  the  scope  of  an 
injunction  granted  to  restrain  an  infringement  of  a  copyright. 
Form  of  order  for  injunction. 

Cited  in  Garland   v.  (icraniill,   14  Can.  S.   C.  321,  holding  that  form  of  ordei- 
for  injunction  should  be  as  follows:      "The  court  doth  order  and  adjudge  that 
the  defendant,  etc.,  be  and  he  is  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined." 
Proof  of  infringement  of  copyright. 

Cited  in  Cartwright  v.  Wharton,  1  D.  L.  R.  392,  25  Ont.  L.  Rep.  357,  hold- 
ing that  presence  of  common  lexicographical  errors  is  one  of  surest  tests  of  copy- 
to  later  publication,  alleged  to  be  infringement  thereof  is  prima  facie  evidence 
that   later   publication   was   copied. 

7  E.  R.  C.  108,  PIKE  v.  NICHOLAS.  39  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  435,  L.  R.  5  Ch. 
251,  18  Week.  Rep.  321.  Reversing  the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
reported  in  38  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  529,  20  L.  T.  N.  S.  906,  17  Week.  Rep.  842. 

What  constitutes  an  infringement  of  a  copyright. 

Cited  in  Cartwright  v.  Wharton,  1  D.  L.  R.  392,  25  Ont.  L.  Rep.  357,  hold- 
ing that  presence  of  common  lexicographical  errors  is  one  of  surest  tests  of  copy- 
ing; Chatterton  v.  Cave,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  572,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  42,  holding 
that  in  order  to  recover  for  pirating  a  dramatic  production,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  substantial  and  material  parts  have  been  pirated. 

Cited  in  Drone,  Copyr.  394,  396,  397,  400,  408,  412,  417,  419,  425,  427, 
429-432,  on  what  constitutes  privacy  of  copyrighted  work;  Macgillivray,  Copyr. 
98,  104,  105,  108,  on  what  is  a  piratical  copy  of  a  copyrighted  work;  Drone, 
Copyr.  205,  208,  on  right  to  copyright  for  work  same  as  has  been  previously 
copyrighted;  Drone,  Copyr.  513,  on  mode  of  ascertaining  piratical  copying. 
^Publication  of  information  disclosed  through  reference  to  copyrighted 
work. 

Cited  in  Simms  v.  Stanton,  75  Fed.  6,  holding  that  where  a  writer  upon 
some  scientific  subject  uses  information  gained  by  reference  to  a  previous  work, 
he  is  not  guilty  of  pirating  the  information;  Edward  Thompson  Co.  v.  American 
Law  Book  Co. 'G2  L.R.A.  607,  59  C.  C.  A.  148,  122  Fed.  922,  holding  that  the 
use  of  citations,  including  those  found  in  a  copyrighted  law  book,  is  not  an 
infringement,  if  the  original  reports  are  examined,  and  the  citations  used  as 
the  author  considers  applicable;  Sampson  &  M.  Co.  v.  Seaver-Radford  Co.  129 
Fed.  761:  Morris  v.  Wright,  L.  R.  5  Cli.  279,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  78,  18  Week. 
Rep.  327, — holding  that  in  compiling  a  new  directory,  the  compiler  may  not 
fopy  the  names  and  addresses  in  an  old  one,  but  he  may  refer  to  it  as  to 
Ihe  names  where  he  can  obtain  this  information,  and  publish  that  obtained  as 
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his  own;  Moffatt  v.  Gill,  84  L.  T.  N.  S.  452,  49  Week.  Eep.  438,  holding  that 
an  injunction  would  not  be  granted  to  restrain  the  printing  of  a  book,  which 
had  copied  a  passage  from  the  copyrighted  one,  and  used  it  for  reference, 
where  the  vital  parts  were  not  copied,  or  extracted. 

Cited  in  Drone,  Copyr.  153,  156,  on  compilations  as  proper  subject  of  copy- 
right. 

•  —  Justifying  infringement. 

The  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  cited  in  Walter  v.  Steinkopflf  [1892] 
3  Ch.  489,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  521,  67  L.  T.  N.  S.  184,  40  Week.  Rep.  599, 
iiolding  that  a  man  cannot  justify  his  copying  of  a  copyrighted  work  by  stat- 
ing from   what   it  was  copied. 

—  Measures  of  damages  for  infringement. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray  Copyr.  95,  on  right  to  costs  in  action  for  infringe- 
ment of  copyriglit;  Drone,  Copyr.  535,  on  rule  for  estimating  damages  in  case 
of  piracy;  Drone,  Copyr.  533,  on  mode  of  ascertaining  profits  of  past  sales  of 
piratical  work. 

The  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  distinguished  in  Scribner  v.  Clark, 
50  Fed.  473,  holding  that  tlie  measure  of  damages  for  infringing  the  publica- 
tion, where  only  a  part  of  tlie  original  matter  is  used,  is  the  amount  of  profits 
realized  by  the  infringer. 

—  Power  of  courts  to  award  damages  or  other  relief. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  530,  on  power  of  equity,  upon  enjoining 
unfair  competition  or  infringement  of  trademark,  etc.,  to  require  payment  of 
damages  sustained  by  complainant,  as  distinguished  from  profits  realized  by 
defendant. 

Cited  in  Drone,  Copyright,  534,  on  power  of  English  courts  of  chancery  to 
assess  and  award  damages,  either  in  lieu  of,  or,  in  addition  to,  an  injunction; 
Drone,  Copyr.  525,  526,  528,  530,  on  injunction  against  infringement  of  copy- 
right; Macgillivray  Copyr.  86,  on  riglit  to  action  for  damages  for  infringe- 
ment  of   copyright. 

7  E.  R.  C.  128,  GOUBAUD  v.  WALLACE,  ^6  L.  T.  N.  S.  704,  25  Week.  Rep.  604. 
Necessity  of  registration  of  copyright. 

Cited  in  Morang  v.  Publishers'  Syndicate,  32  Ont.  Rep.  393,  holding  that 
assignee  of  copyright  of  book  could  not  prohibit  importation  of  foreign  reprint, 
where  he  had  not  complied  with  section  24  of  5   &  6  Vict.  Ch.  45. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  47,  on  necessity  for  registration  of  copyrighted 
book. 

7   E.   R.   C.   134,  HAUFSTAENGL   ART   PUB.   CO.   v.   HOLLOWAY,    62   L.  J. 

Q.  B.  N.  S.  347,  68  L.  T.  N.  S.  676  [1893]  2  Q.  B.  1. 
Protection  of  foreign  copyright. 

Cited  in  Sarpy  v.  Holland  [1908]  2  Ch.  198,  1  B.  R.  C.  769,  77  L.  J.  Ch. 
M.  S.  637,  99  L.  T,  N,  S.  317,  24  Times  L.  R.  600,  holding  that  foreign  author 
is  not  required  to  comply  with  English  law  as  to  registration  as  well  as  to 
law  of  his  residence;  Mary  v.  Hubert,  Rap.  .Jud.  Quebec  29  C.  S.  334,  hold- 
ing foreign  authors  who  liave  complied  with  tlie  law  of  their  ovn  country, 
not  required  to  register  or  deposit  copies  of  their  books  in  Canada,  as  required 
by  the  Canadian   law  to  obtain  the  protection  of  their   rights. 
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Cited  in  note  in  1  B.  R.  C.  785,  as  to  whether  compliance  with  law  of  origin 
will   secure  protection  under   international  copyright  act. 

Cited  in  Macgillivray,  Copyr.  198,  199,  203,  as  to  what  foreign  works  are 
protected   by   international   copyright  treaties. 

7   E.   R.   C.   144,   REX  v.   FERRAND,    3    Barn.   &   Aid.   2G0,   1    Chitty,   745,   22 
Revised   Rep.   373. 

Necessity  of  coroner's  presence  at  inquest. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Jackson,  47  Misc.  60,  95  N.  Y,  Supp.  286,  19  N.  Y.  Crim. 
Rep.  325,  holding  that  where  coroner  acts  on  cause  of  death  without  presence 
of  body  within  his  jurisdiction,  any  act  he  does  is  void;  People  v.  Fitzgerald,  43 
Hun,  35,"  59  Am.  Rep.  483,  5  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  335  (dissenting  opinion)  on 
the  necessity  of  the  jury  viewing  the  body  in  the  presence  of  the  coroner; 
State  v.  Knight,  84  N.  C.  789,  holding  that  to  make  valid  inquest,  coroner  and 
jury  must  have  view  of  body,  and  latter  must  be  sworn  by  former  in  pres- 
ence of  body;  Burnett  v.  Lackawanna  County,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  95,  holding  that 
fee  which  is  given  for  viewing  body  by  coroner  under  act  of  1814,  applies  only 
to  view  in  course  of  inquest  and  in  conjunction  with  jviry;  Ex  parte  Wilson, 
13  N.  B.  450,  holding  that  the  view  of  the  body  and  inquest  must  be  in  the 
presence  of  the  coroner  and  where  the  body  was  viewed  by  the  jury  at  one 
time  and   by  the  coroner   at   anotlier   the  inquest  Avas  void. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  168,  on  extent  of  coroner's  duty  in  hold- 
ing  inqiiest. 

Right  of  coroner  to  determine  who  may  be  present  at  post  mortem  exam- 
ination. 

Cited  in  Crisfield  v.  Ferine,  15  Hun,  200,  holding  that  where  coroner  directs 
a  post  mortem  examination  to  be  made,  he  may,   in   his   discretion,   determine 
who  may  be  present  besides  the   surgeons. 
Capacity  of  coroner  to  act  through  deputies. 

Distinguished    in    Jewell    v.    Hutchinson,    31    N.    J.    L.    71,    holding    that    in 
executing  writs   a  coroner   acts  ministerially  and  may   act  by   deputy. 
When  officer  may  act. 

Cited  in  Johnston  v.  Wilson,  2  N.  H.  202,  9  Am.  Dec.  50,  holding  that  one 
appointed  town  collector  cannot  legally  act  as  such  until  he  take  oath  of  office. 

7   E.   R.    C.    151,   EX   PARTE   PARNELL,   1   Jac.  '&   W.    451. 

7   E.  R.   C.   157,   REG.  v.  HERFORD,   3   El.   &   El.   115,    6   Jur.   N.   S.   750,   29 
L.   J.   Q.   B.   N.   S.   249,  2   L.   T.   N.   S.   459,   8   Week.   Rep.   579. 

Powers  of  a  coroner. 

Cited  in  notes  in   21  L.R.A.   394,   as  to   when   coroner's  inquest   is  necessary 
or  proper;  7  Eng  Rul.  Cas.  151,  on  right  of  coroner  to  appoint  deputy  to  hold 
inquest. 
Coroner's  court  as  a  criminal  court. 

Cited  in  R.  v.  Hendershott,  26  Ont.  Rep.  678,  holding  that  a  coroner's  court 
is  a  criminal  court;   R.  v.  Hammond,  29  Ont.  Rep.  211,  on  the  coroner's  court 
as   a   criminal   court. 
Writ  of  prohibition  as  lying  to  a  criminal  court. 

Cited  in  Re  Chapman,  19  Ont.  Rep.  33,  on  the  writ  of  prohibition  to  restrain 
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the  exercise  of  unautliorized  criminal  jurisdiction;  R.  v.  Courscy,  2G  Ont.  Rep. 
(•85,  holding  that  prohibition  will  lie  to  restrain  a  criminal  court  as  well  as 
ii   civil   one. 

7  E.  R.  C.  17.1,  WITHIPOLE'S  CASE,  Cro.  Car.  134  Ley,  81,  Wm.  Jones,  198. 
Challenge  of  grand  juror. 

Cited  in  R.  v.  Dowey,  1  Has.  &  W.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl.)  291,  on  the  right  to 
challenge  a  grand  juror;  R.  v.  Mercier,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  1  B.  R.  541,  hold- 
ing cited  case  is  erroneously  cited  in  Rex  v.  Sheridan,  31  State  Trials,  543, 
to  sustain  the  right  of  challenger,  since  it  treats  of  objection  to  grand  jury 
l)y  plea  and  not  by  cliallcnge,  and  that  it  only  establishes  tliat  previous  to 
Sheridan's  case  plea  to  tiie  indictment  was  allowed. 
—  Power  of  trial  judge. 

Cited  in  Rex  v.  Hayes,  11  B.  C.  4,  liolding  that  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  grand  juror  is  prejudiced  is  for  judge  of  assize  to  decide  and  his  decision 
is   conclusive. 

Time  for  cliallonge  to  grand  jury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Rand,  33  N.  H.  216;   State  v.  Blackledge,  7  Rich.  L.  327,— 
holding  that  an  objection  as  to  the  qualihcation  of  one  of  the  grand  jurors  must 
i)e   made,   at   tlie   time   of   arraignment. 
Plea  in  abatement  to  qualifieations  of  grand  jurors. 

Cited  in  Crowley  v.  United  States,  194  U.  S.  461,  48  L.  ed.  1075,  24  Sup 
Ct.  Rep.  731,  on  the  right  to  question  the  qualification  of  grand  jurors  by 
plea  in  abatement;  Vattier  v.  State,  4  Blaekf.  73;  McQuillen  v.  State,  8  Smedea 

6  M.  587, — holding  that  the  prisoner  may  question  the  qualifications  of  grand 
jurors   by   a   plea    in    abatement,   but  this   must   be   made   at   tlie   proper   time 

Cited  in   note   in   28   L.R.A.   203,   on   qualification   of  grand   jurors. 
Plea  in  of  former  indictment  in  abatement  in  criminal  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Drew,  3  Cush.  279,  holding  that  the  pendency  of  an  indict- 
jnont  is  no  ground  for  a  plea  in  abatement  to  anotiier  indictment  in  the  same 
court   for  the   same   cause. 
Disqualifications  of  coroner's  jurors. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  E.  R.  C.  178,  on  dii^qualifications  and  exemptions  from 
service   on    coroner's   juries. 

7  E.   R.  C.   172,   REG.   v.   BUTTON,   56   J.  P.   455,   61   L.   J.   Q.   B.   N.  S.   190, 

66  L.  T.  N.   S.   324    [1892]    1  Q.  B.  486,  40  Week.  Rep.  270. 
Exemption   of  jurors. 

Cited   in   note   in   15   Eng.   Rul.   Cas.   57,  on  exemptions   of  jurors. 

7   E.   R.   C.   180,   RUTTER  v.   CHAPMAN,   10   L.   J.   Excli.   N.   S.   495,   8   Mee.^. 

&  W.    1. 
l»o\ver  of  crown  to  create  corporations. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  McCleave,  21  N.  B.  315  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power 
o^    crown    to    create    municipal    corporations. 

Cited    in    1    Dillon,    j\Iun.    Corp.    5th    ed.    81,    on    similarity    of    parliamentary 
corporation  to  one  created  by  crown. 
Corporations,  construction  of  King's  grant. 

Citf.!  in  Ratte  v.  Bootli,  14  Ont.  App.  Rep.  419,  on  rule  that  wliere  a  King'rt 
grant   is   capable  of  double   construction,  that  should   be  adopted   which   makes 
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the  grant  operative;   People  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  9  N.  Y.  291,  holding  that  royal 

letters  patent  granting  lands  in  province  of  New  York,  are  not  void  by  reason 

of   their   conferring   manorial   privileges   and    franchises  upon    patentee. 

—  Dissolution. 

Cited  in  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Heard,  37  Ga.  401,  holding  that  corporations 
could  be  dissolved  by  voluntary   surrender  of  their   franchises,   at  common  law. 

—  As  affected  by  later  legislation. 

Cited  in  Re  Clark,  16  Ont.  App.  Rep.  72,  on  non-retroactive  character  of  act 
affecting  municipal  corporation. 

—  Necessity  of  acceptance  of  charter. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Weir  v.  Dawson,   16  Ind.  40,  holding  that  mere  enact- 
ment of   charter   for   corporation   does   not   create    corporation,    without   accept- 
ance  on   part   of    persons    named    as    incorporators. 
Evidence  of  character  of  public  petitioners. 

Cited  in  Bristow  v.   Cornwall,  36  U.  C.  Q.   B.  225,  holding  that  where  peti- 
tion of  electors  is  required,  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  petitioners 
who  are  described  as  "rate  payers"  were  electors  as  well. 
Necessity  of  stating  ground  of  objections  to  evidence  in  bill  of  exceptions. 

Cited    in   Moody   v.    Thomas,    1    Disney    (Ohio)    294:    Oliver   v.    Phelps,    21    N. 
J.    L.    597, — holding    that    if   ground   of    objection    to    evidence    is   not    stated    in 
bill  of  exceptions,   court  will   not   reverse  therefor   if   evidence  could   have  been 
legal   for   any   purpose. 
Disturbing-  a  party  in  office. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  639,  on  liability  of  sheriff  for  disturbing 
a    party    in    office. 

7  E.  R.  C.  239,  TONE  CONSERVATORS  v.  ASH,  10  Barn.  &  C.  349,  8  L.  J. 
K.   B.   N.   S.   226. 
Corporations  —  Creation  by  implication. 

Cited  in  North  Troy  Graded  School  Dist.  v.  Troy,  80  Vt.  16,  66  Atl.  1033, 
holding  that  where  powers  and  privileges  are  conferred  requiring  corporate 
capacity,  a  corporation  is  impliedly  created;  Oliver  v.  School  Trustees,  29  U. 
C.  Q.  B.  409 ;  R.  v.  Belleau,  7  Can.  S.  C.  53, — holding  that  no  precise  form 
of  words  is  necessary  for  the  creation  of  a  corporation  where  the  intent  appears 
in  the  act;  Re  St.  Alphage,  London  Wall,  59  L.  T.  N.  S.  614,  holding  that 
where  act  grants  land  to  certain  persons  for  a  specified  purpose,  they  become 
a  corporation  to  hold  it  for  such  purpose;  Franklin  Church  v.  Maguire,  23 
Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  102,  on  same  point;  Provincial  Medical  Board  v.  Wash- 
ington, 19  N.  S.  470,  on  conferring  a  name  as  an  indicia  of  intention  to  create 
a   corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Humphreys  v.  Hunter,  20  U.  C.  C.  P.  456;  Sellars  v.  Dut- 
ton,  7  Ont.  L.  Rep.  646;  Salford  v.  Lancashire  County  Council,  L.  R.  25  Q.  B. 
Div.  384,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  576,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  409,— holding  that  incorpora- 
tion will  not  be  implied  from  an  act  where  it  is  not  necessary  in  order  to 
give  the  act  effect;  Beaty  v.  Gregory,  24  Ont.  App.  Rep.  325,  on  same  point. 
Pleading  to  fact  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Avon  Stone  Co.  v.  Dunham,  18  N.  B.  400,  holding  that  where  action 
is  brouo-ht  bv  a   foreign  company  in   its  company  name,  its  incorporation  must 
be   shown;    M'Sherry  v.   Coburg  Town   Trust,   45   U.   C.   Q.   B.    240,   on   duty   of 
defendant  to  plead 'nul  tiel  corporation  to  make  it  available  as  a  defence. 
Notes  on  E.  R.  C. — 51. 
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Power  of  corpoi'ation  to  sue  or  be  sued. 

Cited  in  Powell-Rees  v.  Anglo-Canadian  ]\Ioitg.  Coi'iJ.  26  Ont.  L.  Rep.  490, 
holding  that  body  corporate  created  by  letters  patent  coultl  sue  or  be  sued 
by  its  corporate  name,  without  special  provision  for  that  purpose;  Powell- 
Rees  V.  Anglo-Canadian  Mortg.  Corp.  5  D.  L.  R.  818,  holding  that  corpora- 
tion has  certain  powers  necessarily  and  inseparably  incident  to  it,  and  among 
them  is  power  to  sue  or  to  be  sued,  plead  or  be  impleaded  by  its  corporate 
jiame. 

7  E.  R.  C.  260,  TEWKESBURY  v.  BRICKNELL,  11  Revised  Rep.  537,  2  Taunt. 

120. 
Grants  by  government  or  crown. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  234,  on  common  law  prerogative  of  Crown 
to   grant   charter    to    municipality;    8    E.    R.    C.    229,    on    strict    construction    of 
grant  by  government. 
Market  regulations. 

Cited    in    note    in    24    L.R.A.    588,    on    market   regulations    restricting    sales. 

7  E.  R.  C.  278,  JOHNSON  v.  CROYDON,  50  J.  P.  487,  55  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S. 

117,  54  L.  T.  N.  S.  295,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  70S. 
Municipal   corporations,   reasonableness  of  by-law   or   ordinance   forbid- 
ding  singing   or   music    in    streets. 

Cited  in  Munro  v.  Watson,  57  L.  T.  N.  S.  366,  51  J.  P.  660,  holding  by-law  un- 
reasonable which  prohibited  preaching,  singing,  reciting  or  playing  upon  musical 
instrument,   in  any   street  without   written   license  from  the  mayor. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  E.  R.  C.  677,  678,  on  necessity  of  municipal  by-law  or  ordi- 
nance being  reasonable. 

Distinguished  in  Kruse  v.  Johnson  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  91,  62  J.  P.  469,  67  L.  J.  Q. 

B.  N.  S.  782,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  647,  14  Times  L.  R.  416,  46  Week.  Rep.  631,  19  Cox, 

C.  C.  103,  holding  by  law  prohibiting  playing  of  music  or  singing  in  public  place 
or  highway  within  fifty  yards  of  a  dwelling  place  after  request  to  desist,  to  be 
reasonable. 

—  Forbidding  or  regulating  street  parades. 

Cited  in  note  in  25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  254,  on  validitj'  of  ordinance  as  to  street 
parades. 

—  Fixing  amount  of  license  fee. 

Cited  in  Virgo  v.  Toronto,  22  Can.  S.  C.  447    (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity 
of  by-law  subsequently  enacted  fixing  amount  of  license  fee  for  lish  hawkers. 
Requisite  of  judgment  of  conviction. 

Cited  in  Reg.  v.  Martin,  12  Ont.  Rep.  800,  holding  that  conviction  on  charge 
of  creating  disturbance  on  street  for  violation  of  a  by-law  by  beating  drum  is 
not  sustained  unless  it  is  alleged  that  beating  of  drum  was  without  lawful  excuse. 
Kiglit  to  refuse  license  to  auctioneer. 

Cited  in  Merritt  v.  Toronto,  22  Ont.  App.  Rep.  205,  holding  that  before  amend- 
ing act  of  1894,  municipal  corporation  could  not  on  ground   of  applicant's   l)a(l 
character,  refuse  to  grant  him  auctioneer's  license. 
Persons  liable  for  breach  of  peace. 

Cited  in  Reg.  v.  Brice,  15  Quebec  L.  R.  147,  to  the  point  that  breach  of  peace 
which  renders  meeting  unlawful,  must  be  breach  caused  by  members  of  meetings 
and  not  by  outsiders. 
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7  E.  R.  C.  288,  REG.  v.  EXETER,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  110,  19  L.  T.  N.  S.  397. 
Municipal   corporations,   residence   in. 

Cited  in  Ladouceur  v.  Salter,  6  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  305,  holding  that  question  where 
a  man  "resides"  is  one  of  fact. 

Cited  in  1  Dillon  Mun.  Corp.  5th  ed.  637,  on  qualification  of  voters  for  munici- 
pal office. 

Distinguished  in  Dipstale's  Case,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  114,  19  L.  T.  N.  S.  432,  holding 
that  a  person  is  not  an  inhabitant  householder  at  a  place  where  he  spends  every 
daj-,  except  Sundaj',  to  attend  to  his  business  and  "sometimes"  sleeps  there. 

7  E.  R.  C.  294,  LEWIS  v.  CARR,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  Div.  484,  46  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  314, 

36  L.  T.  N.  S.  44,  24  AYeek.  Rep  940 
Municipal    corporations  —  Disqualification    of    officer   by    participation    in 

contract. 

Cited  in  R.  ex  rel.  Brine  v.  Booth,  3  Ont.  Rep.  144,  holding  that  act  disquali- 
fying one  from  holding  office  must  be  strictly  construed  and  should  not  be  ex- 
tended by  implication. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  23G,  on  qualification  and  disqualification  of 
municipal  officers. 

Distinguished  in  Fletcher  v.  Hudson,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  Div.  611,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
48,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  125,  36  Week.  Rep.  349,  46  J.  P.  372,  holding  member  of  board 
of  health  disqualified  to  act  by  participating  in  a  contract  with  tlie  board,  and 
liable  to  fine  if  he  continues  to  act  thereafter;  R.  v.  Rowlands  [1906]  2  K.  B. 
292,  75  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  501,  70  J.  P.  463,  95  L.  T.  N.  S.  502,  holding  that  board 
liad  power  to  declare  office  of  guardian  vacant  because  the  member  had  charged 
commission  for  collecting  rents,  though  the  rents  had  been  paid  in  and  the  trans- 
action closed. 

7  E.  R.  C.  306,  CLEMENTSON  v.  MASON,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  171,  L.  R.  10  C. 

P.  209,  32  L.  T.  N.  S.  325,  23  Week.  Rep.  630. 
Construction  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  2  Sutherland,  Stat.  Const.  2d  ed.  709,  on  consideration  of  entire  stat- 
ute in  ascertaining  intent;  2  Sutherland,  Stat.  Const.  2d  ed.  722,  on  literal  word- 
ing not  controlling  in  construction  of  statute. 

7  E.  R.  C.  320,  MILWARD  v.  THATCHER,  1  Revised  Rep.  431,  2  T.  R.  81. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Foster,  122  Mass.  317,  23  Am.  Rep.  326,  as  containing  state- 
ment by  Buller  J.  that  marginal  notes  in  Dyer's  Reports  are  good  authority. 
Incompatible  offices. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Feibleman,  28  Ark.  424,  holding  tliat  offices  of  county  super- 
visor and  deputy  circuit  clerk  are  not  incompatible;  Lattime  v.  Hunt,  196  Mass. 
261,  81  N.  E.  1001,  on  incompatible  offices;  State  ex  rel.  Clawson  v.  Tliompson, 
20  N.  J.  L.  689,  holding  that  the  acceptance  of  the  office  of  attorney  general  by  a 
prosecutor  of  the  pleas  vacates  the  latter  without  any  further  act;  State  v, 
Buttz,  9  S.  C.  156,  holding  member  of  congress  and  solicitor  are  incompatible  and 
acceptance  of  one  vacates  the  other;  Calloway  v.  Sturn,  1  Heisk.  764,  holding  that 
the  acceptance  by  a  member  of  congress,  of  the  office  of  state  supreme  judge  va- 
cates his  seat  in  Congress. 

Cited  in  Constantineau  Defacto  Doc.  222,  on  ineligibility  to  office  by  reason 
of  holding  an  incompatible  office. 
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—  Offices  incompatible  with  town  officer,  or  justice  or  magistrate. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Metcalf  v.  Goflf,  15  R.  I.  505,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  9  AtL 
220,  holding  that  offices  of  justice  of  District  Court  and  deputy  sheriflf  are  incom- 
patible and  accejjtance  of  the  latter  vacates  the  former ;  People  ex  rel.  Earwicker 
V.  Dillon,  38  App.  Div.  539,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  416,  holding  same  as  to  justice  of  the 
peace  and  town  clerk;  Magie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Conn.  565,  68  Am.  Dec.  375,  hold- 
ing same  as  to  justice  of  the  peace  and  town  constable;  State  v.  Hutt,  2  Ark. 
282,  holding  same  as  to  justice  of  the  peace  and  state  treasurer;  State  v.  Jones, 
130  Wis.  572,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1307,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  1042,  110  N.  W.  431,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  696,  holding  same  as  to  county  judge  and  justice  of  the  peace;  Com.  v. 
Hawkes,  123  Mass.  525,  holding  same  as  to  special  justice  of  the  Police  Court 
and  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives;  State  ex  rel.  Knox  v.  Hadley,  7 
Wis.  700,  holding  that  justice  of  the  peace  and  polioe  justice  are  incompatiljh' 
offices  where  the  law  provides  that  a  city  should  have  both. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Ryan  v.  Green,  5  Daly,  254,  46  How.  Pr.  169, 
holding  offices  of  member  of  assembly  and  deputy  clerk  of  tlie  special  sessions 
not  to  be  incompatible. 

—  Acceptance  as  vacation  of  otlier  office. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Carrique,  2  Hill,  93;  Biencourt  v.  Parker,  27  Tex.  558, — hold- 
ing that  where  an  olKcer  accepts  an  office  incompatible  with  the  one  he  is  holding, 
the  latter  is  ipso  facto  vacated;  Opinions  of  Justices,  95  Me.  564,  51  Atl.  224; 
Turnipseed  v.  Hudson,  50  Miss.  429,  19  Am.  Rep.  15;  Taylor  v.  Hampton,  4  M'- 
Cord,  L.  96,  17  Am.  Dec.  710, — on  same  point;  Shell  v.  Cousins,  77  Va.  328,  hold- 
ing that  acceptance  of  an  incompatible  office  by  a  sheriff  vacates  his  office;  Cole- 
man V.  Sands,  87  Va.  689,  13  S.  E.  148  (dissenting  opinion),  on  termination  of 
office  by  the  acceptance  of  an  incompatible  one;  Trent  &  F.  Road  Co.  v.  Marshall, 
10  U.  C.  C.  P.  329,  on  question  whetlier  the  acceptance,  by  one  holding  an  office, 
of  an  incompatible  office  vacates  the  former. 

Distinguished  in  Foltz  v.  Kerlin,  105  Ind.  221,  55  Am.  Rep.  197,  4  N.  E.  439, 
wliere  .Vational  and  state  offices  were  held  not  ipso  facto  to  vacate  each  other. 

l)e  facto  officers. 

Cited  in  Sheehan's  Case,  122  Mass.  445,  23  Am.  Rep.  374;  Com.  v.  Taber,  123 
Mass.  253, — holding  that  jurisdiction  of  judge  can  not  be  questioned  in  crimi- 
nal prosecution,  on  the  ground  that  he  held  another  incompatible  office;  Keith  v. 
State,  49  Ark.  439,  holding  that  right  of  judge,  who  is  at  least  a  de  facto  judge 
to  act  can  not  be  questicmed  in  a  collateral  proceeding  to  wiiicii  he  is  not  a  party; 
Venable  v.  Curd,  2  Head,  582,  holding  judgment  of  court  valid  thougli  entered  at 
term  held  at  a  time  different  from  that  provided  by  law;  R.  v.  Smith,  4  U.  C.  Q. 
R.  322,  holding  where  one  eligible  to  an  office  has  been  regularly  appointed  there- 
to, he  becomes  officer  de  facto  and  his  predecessor's  tenure  is  terminated;  Re  Tre- 
cothic  INfarsh,  38  N.  S.  23,  on  acts  of  de  facto  officer  as  being  valid  as  to  the 
public;  Speers  v.  Spcers,  28  Ont.  Rep.  188,  on  validity  of  acts  of  de  facto  judge. 

Cited  in  Constantineau  Dcfacto  Doc.  577,  on  validity  of  acts  of  de  facto  judi- 
cial  officers;    Constantineau    Dcfacto    Doc.    562,    on    riglit   to   collaterally    attack 
title  of  de  facto  judicial  dfiicers;  Constantineau  Defacto  Doc.  11,  on  universality 
of  de  facto  doctrine. 
Meaning'  of  "ipso  facto"   vacant. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  13<'rge  v.  Lansing,  46  Neb.  514,  35  L.R.A.  124,  64  N.  W. 
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3104,  on  meaning  of  statutory  provision  that  '"otfice"  sliall  thereupon  ipso  facto 
become  vacant. 

General  presumptions  of  law. 

Cited  in  Vick  v.- Vicksburg,  1  How.  (Miss.)  3Y9,  .31  Am.  Dee.  167,  on  general 
presumptions  of  law. 

7  E.  R.  C.  328,  REX  v.  COLCHESTER,  1  Revised  Rep.  480,  2  T.  R.  259. 
Proceedings  to  try  title  to  an  office. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Mead  v.  Dunn,  Minor  (Ala.)  46,  12  Am.  Dec.  25;  People 
v.  Olds,  3  Cal.  167,  58  Am.  Dec.  398;  Henderson  v.  Glynn.  2  Colo.  App.  303,  30 
Pac.  265;  State  ex  rel.  Comstock  v.  Hempstead,  83  Conn.  554,  78  Atl.  442,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912A,  927:  Bonner  v.  State,  7  Ga.  473;  Swartz  v.  Large,  47  Kan.  304,  27 
Pac.  993 ;  French  v.  Cowan,  79  Me.  426,  10  Atl.  335 ;  State  ex  rel.  Vail  v.  Draper, 
48  Mo.  213;  People  v.  Stevens,  5  Hill,  616;  Atlantic,  T.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston, 
70  N.  C.  348;  Com.  v.  Philadelphia  County,  6  Whart.  476;  State,  Leeds,  Prose- 
cutor, V.  Atlantic  City,  52  N.  J.  L.  332,  8  L.R.A.  697,  19  Atl.  780,— holding  that 
where  office  is  occupied  de  facto,  quo  Avarranto  and  not  mandamus  is  the  proper 
remedy  to  try  title  thereto;  County  Ct.  v.  Sparlvs,  10  Mo.  117,  45  Am.  Dec.  355; 
Tucker  v.  Aiken,  7  N.  H.  313;  State  ex  rel.  Dulin  v.  Starr,  7  Rich.  L.  234;  Ex 
parte  Neilson,  Stuart  (L.  C.)  168, — on  same  point:  Brown  v..  Turner,  70  N.  C. 
93,  holding  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  try  title  to  an  office  where  put  in  issue, 
quo  warranto  being  proper  remedy;  State  ex  rel.  Atherton  v.  Sherwood,  15  Minn. 
221,  Gil.  172,  2  Am.  Rep.  116,  on  mandamus  as  not  being  the  proper  remedy  to 
try  and  finally  determine  the  title  to  an  office;  Board  of  Auditors  v.  Benoit,  20 
Midi.  170,  4  Am.  Rep.  382,  holding  de  facto  officer  entitled  to  the  salary  of  the 
office  until  ousted  by  quo  warranto;  Reg.  v.  Burke,  29  N.  S.  227,  holding  that  ap- 
propriate remedy  for  testing  title  to  office  is  by  information  in  nature  of  quo 
warranto. 

Cited  in  Constantineau  Defacto  Doc.  635,  on  quo  warranto  as  proper  remedy 
to  try  title  to  office;  Constantineau,  Defacto,  Doc.  612,  on  right  to  try  title  to 
office  by  mandamus. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Johnson,  35  Fla.  2,  31  L.R.A.  357,  16 
So.  786,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  surrender  of  an  office  to  one 
prima  facie  entitled  tliereto;  Gosselin  v.  St.  Jean,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec,  J 6  C.  S. 
449,  holding  that  when,  of  two  candidates  at  an  election,  one  has  been  declared 
elected,  and  the  other,  as  electors  for  him  contest,  quo  warranto  is  the  sole 
authorized  remedy,  but  when  legally  chosen  officer  has  been  dispossessed  with- 
out authority  his  remedy  is  by  mandamus. 

Mandamus. 

Cited  in  Farwell's  Petition,  2  N.  H.  123,  on  mandamus  not  being  granted  where 
other  remedies  are  available;  State  ex  rel.  Burg  v.  IMilwaukee  Medical  College, 
128  Wis.  7,  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1115,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  106  N.  W.  116,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  407,  holding  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  private  corporation  to 
perform  its  contract  obligations  to  an  individual. 

—  To  public  officer. 

Cited  in  Towle  v.  State,  3  Fla.  202,  holding  that  where  officer  is  required  to 
exercise  judgment  and  discretion,  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  him  to  de- 
cide and  act  in  a  certain  way. 
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Distinguished  in  State  v.  Holliday,  S  X.  J.  L.  205,  holding-  that  mandamus  will 
lie  to  compel  officer  to  act  where  there  is  no  otlier  legal  remedy  available. 

7  E.  R.  C.  333,  HASCARD  x.  SOMAXY,  1   Freem.  C.  L.  504. 

Mode  of  corporate  action. 

Cited  in  Merchants  of  the  Staple  y.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  21  Q.  B.  Div.  160, 
57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  418,  30  Week.  Rep.  880,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  334,  holding  corpora- 
tion not  bound  by  acts  of  clerk  in  affixing  corporate  seal,  left  in  his  charge,  to 
documents  purporting  to  be  the  acts  of  the  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  L.R.A.  175,  on  what  constitutes  a  quorum  for  a  meeting  of 
stockholders;  8  E.  R.  C.  029,  on  requisites  of  power  of  attorney  to  execute  deed 
under  seal. 

7  E.  R.  C.  334,  MERCHAXTS  OF  THE  STAPLE  OF  EXGLAXD  v.  BAXK  OF 
EXGLAXD,  52  J.  P.  580,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  418,  L.  R.  21  Q.  B.  Div.  100, 
30  Week.  Rep.  880. 

liiability  of  corporation  for  vinauthorized  acts  of  clerk  or  officer. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  C.  F.  Jewett  Pub.  Co.  154  Mass.  172,  13  L.R.A.  193,  26  Am. 
St.  Rep.  230,  28  N.  E.  142,  holding  that  forgery  of  necessary  signature  of  treasur- 
er to  certificates  of  stock  by  president  of  corporation,  does  not  make  corporation 
liable  to  liolders  who  took  them  in  private  transaction  with  president;  Shipman 
V.  Bank  of  State,  126  X.  Y.  318,  12  L.R.A.  791,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  27  X.  E.  371, 
on  liability  of  bank  for  loss  to  depositors  caused  by  forging  of  checks  by  bank 
clerk;  Jennie  Clarkson  Home  v.  Missouri  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  182  X.  Y.  47,  70  L.R.A. 
787,  74  X.  E.  571,  holding  that  charitable  institution  is  not  bound  by  act  of  its 
treasurer  in  forging  power  of  attorney  and  resolution  authorizing  transfer  of 
registered  securities  belonging  to  it;  Robinson  v.  St.  John,  34  N.  B.  503,  holding 
that  debenture  of  board  of  school  trustees,  sealed  with  their  corporate  seal,  and 
purchased  in  good  faith  is  valid  in  hands  of  such  purciiaser,  although  it  was  put 
in  circulation  without  defendant's  knowledge  and  without  consideration;  Vag- 
liano  v.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div.  103,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  145,  [1801 J 
A.  C.  107,  64  L.  T.  X.  S.  353,  39  Week.  Rep.  657,  55  J.  P.  676,  3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
095,  holding  l)aiik  iiot  liable  on  bills  forged  by  its  chrk  in  the  name  of  a  custom- 
er, acceptance  being  also  obtained  by  means  of  forged  letters,  corresponding  to  the 
letters  ordinarily  used  in  connection  with  genuine  bills. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  509,  on  presumption  of  due  exin-utioii  of  ducunient 
bearing  seal  of  government. 

Cited  in  1  Thompson,  Xeg.  30.  on  negligence  in  connection  with  iraud. 

—  On  unanthorized  contracts. 

Cited  in  W  aterou^J  Engine  Works  Co.  v.  Palmerston,  20  Ont.  Rep.  411,  holding 
that  contract  for  purchase  of  steam  fire-engine  whicli  remains  executory  cannot 
be  enforced  against  municipality,  unless  by  law  autliorizing  purchase  has  been 
passed  although  contract  is  under  corporate  seal. 
Kfl"ect  of  leaving  receipt  for  money  in  bank  witli  tliird  person. 

Cited  in  Saderquist  v.  Ontario  Bank,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  009,  holding  tiiat  de- 
positor was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in   leaving  receipt  for  money  deposited   in 
liands  of  third  person. 
E.stoppeI  of  surety  to  deny  validity  of  paper. 

Cited    in    Re",   v.    Cheslev,    3  6   Can.   S.   C.   306,  holding  that  person   who  signs 
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undertaking  for  faithful  discharge  by  ofhcial  of  his  duties,  is  estopped  from  say- 
ing that  he  did  not  execute  paper  in  accordance  with  law. 
Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  100,  on  estoppel  by  conduct. 

7  E.  R.  C.  354,  DOE  EX  DEM.  PENNINGTON  v.  TANIERE,  13  Jur.  119,  18  L.  J. 

Q.  B.  N.  S.  49,  12  Q.  B.  998. 
Liability    of    corporation    on    executed    contracts    which    it    might    liaAc 

avoided. 

Cited  in  Boncsteel  v.  New  York,  6  Bosw.  550,  to  the  point  that  where  corpora- 
tion received  benefit  of  contract  objection  that  contract  was  not  formally  legal 
is  untenable;  Bernardin  v.  North  Dufferin,  19  Can.  S.  C.  581,  holding  that  munici- 
pal corporation  is  liable  on  executed  contract  for  performance  of  work  within 
])urposes  for  which  it  was  created,  which  work  it  has  adopted,  and  of  which  it 
has  received  the  benefit;  Gregory  v.  Halifax  &  C.  B.  R.  &  Coal  Co.  16  N.  S.  43G, 
-Jiolding  that  a  corporation  can  not  accept  the  benefits  of  a  contract,  and  then  set 
up  the  want  of  a  proper  seal  as  a  defense  to  its  liability;'  Lawford  v.  Billericay 
Rural  Dist.  Council  [1903]  1  K.  B.  772,  72  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  554,  67  J.  P.  245, 
51  Week.  Rep.  630,  88  L.  T.  N.  S.  317,  19  Times  L.  R.  322,  holding  corporation 
liable  for  work  done  and  goods  supplied  at  it^s  request,  though  the  contract  there- 
for was  not  under  seal. 

Distinguished  in  Hamilton  &  P.  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Gore  Bank,  20  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.) 
190,  holding  railway  company  not  bound  by  agreement  entered  into  by  its  secre- 
tary without  autliority  from  the  directors  to  pay  certain  amounts  to  a  bank  in 
consideration  of  a  stay  in  enforcing  an  execution. 

—  On  executory  contract. 

Cited  in  Garland  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northumberland  Paper  &  Electric  Co.  31  Ont. 
Rep.  40,  holding  that  where  contract  is  executory  corporation  is  not  bound  un- 
less contract  is  made  in  pursuance  of  charter  or  is  under  its  corporate  seal. 

—  Acceptance  of  rents  on  voidable  demise. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Hamilton  &  Gore  Mechanics'  Institute,  12  U.  C.  Q.  B.  178 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  presumption  arising  from  receipt  of  rent  being  tlie  same 
in  case  of  a  corporation  as  in  case  of  a  private  person. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  E.  R.  C.  650,  on  tenant  in  possession  under  void  lease  and 
paying  rent  as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year. 

Cited  in  1  LTnderhill,  Land.  &  T.  133,  on  payment  of  yearly  rent  as  creating  ten- 
ancy from  year  to  year. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Andrew's  College  v.  Griffin,  1  Has.  &  W.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl. ) 
SO,  holding"  parol  demise  by  corporation  void  where  it  did  not  receive  rent  there- 
under and  tenant  was  in  possession  only  a  day  or  two. 

—  Possession  and  receipt  of  benefits  under  voidable  demise. 

Cited  in  Kingston  &  B.  Road  Co.  v.  Campbell.  20  Can.  S.  C.  605,  holding  that 
where  one  is  put  into  possession  by  corporation  aggregate,  of  toll  house  and  toll 
gate  under  parol  demise  for  year  and  of  the  receipt  of  tolls  collected,  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  is  created. 

"Necessity  of  corporate  seal. 

Cited  in  Pin  v.  Municipal  Council,  9  U.  C.  C.  P.  304,  holding  that  action  cannot 
be  sustained  against  corporation  for  work  and  labor  unless  supported  by  contract 
under  seal  of  company;  Croft  v.  Town  Council,  5  U.  C.  C.  P.  35,  to  the  point  that 
corporations  act  and  speak  only  through  their  seal. 
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7  E.  R.  C.  373,  ARNOLD  v.  GRAVESEND,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  776,  4  Week.  Rep. 
763.     Previous  decree  declaring  judgment  a  charge  on  all  corporate  property 
reported  in  2  Jur.  N.  S.  703,  2  Kay  &  J.  574,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  530,  4  Week. 
Rep.  478. 
Effect  of  saving  clause  in  Municipal  Corporation  act. 

The  previous  decision  of  Chancery  was  cited  in  Re  Thompson,  L.  R.  45  Ch. 
Div.  161,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  689,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  471,  39  Week.  Rep.  50,  on  words 
"by  virtue  of  any  mortgage"  in  saving  clause  in  municipal  corporation  act  as 
being  applicable  only  to  existing  and  not  to  prospective  rights;  Atty.  Gen.  ex 
rel.  Byker  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  L.  R.  23  Q.  B.  Uiv.  490,  on  eflect 
of  saving  clauses  in  Municipal  Corporation  act  as  to  paj'ing  out  corporate  funds. 

7  E.  R.C.  380,  HAMMERSMITH  R.  CO.  v.  BRAND,  L.  R.  4  li.  L.  171,  21  L.  T. 
N.  S.  238,  18  Week.  Rep.  12,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  265. 
See  S.  C.  1  E.  R.  C.  623. 

7  E.  R.  C.  382,  WEBB  v.  SHROPSHIRE,  R.  Co.   [1893]  3  Ch.  307,  63  L.  J.  Ch. 

N.  S.  80,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  533,  7  Reports,  231. 
Right  of  corporation  to  issue  stocli  or  debentures  at  a  ciiscount. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  666,  667,  on  right  of  company  to  issue  shares 
as  fully  paid  up  for  consideration  less  than  their  nominal  value:  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 

681,  on  right  of  corporation  to  issue  debentures  at  a  discount. 

7  E.  R.  C.  410,  GARDNER  v.  LONDON,  C.  &  D.  R.  CO.  36  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  323. 

L.  R.  2  Ch.  201,  15  L.  T.  N.  S.  552,  15  Week.  Rep.  324. 
Mortgages  and  debentures  on  public  works  as  "interests  in  land." 

Cited  in  Re  Hallett,  5  Times  L.  R.  285,  holding  that  bond  of  dock  company 
does  not  represent  an  intt^rest  in  land;  Attree  v.  Hawe,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  Div.  337,  47 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  863,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  733,  26  Week.  Rep.  871,  holding  that  debenture 
stock  of  a  railway  does  not  give  the  holder  an  interest  in  land ;  Re  Yorbury,  62 
L.  T.  N.  S.  55;  Re  Mitchell,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  655,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  145,  25  Week.  Rep. 
903, — holding  same  as  to  debenture  mortgage  of  railroad;  Re  Parker  [1891]  1  Ch. 

682,  60  L.  J.  Cli.  N.  S.  195,  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  257,  39  Week.  Rep.  340,  holding  same 
as  to  mortgage  of  "rents,  rates,  and  waterworks"  of  a  waterwork  company ;  R(( 
I'ickard  [1894]  3  Ch.  704,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  92,  7  Reports,  479,  71  L.  T.  N.  S. 
558,  holding  same  as  to  delx'nturo  stock  charged  on  rates  and  revenues  of  munici- 
pal Corporation;  Holdsworth  v.  Davenport,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  Div.  185,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  20,  35  L.  T,  N.  S.  319,  25  Week.  Rep.  20,  holding  same  as  to  debenture  chargtid 
upon  "undertaking  including  rates"  of  waterworks  company;  Re  Thompson.  L.  H. 
45  Ch.  Div.  161,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  689,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  471,  39  Week.  Rep.  50,  on 
<luestion  whether  a  mortgage  on  borough  funds  is  an  interest  in  land. 

Distinguished  in  Driver  v.  Broad  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  744,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  12, 
69  L.  T.  N.  S.  169,  41  Week.  Rep.  483,  holding  that  debentures  charged  on  all 
the  property  of  a  company  are  an  interest  in  land  owned ;  Chandler  v.  Howell,  ].,. 
R.  4  Ch.  Div.  651,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  25,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  592,  25  Week.  Rep.  55, 
holding  that  mortgage  of  "rents,  rates  and  works"  of  a  waterworks  company  gives 
the  holder  an  interest  in  land;  Re  Christmas,  L.  R.  30  Ch.  Div.  544,  liolding  that 
bond  by  Harbour  Commissioners  assigning  duties  upon  ves.'^els  and  upon  the 
liandling  of  goods  at  its  wharves,  is  an  interest  in  land;  Re  David,  L.  R.  41  Ch. 
Div.  168,  L.  R.  43  Ch.  Div.  27,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  87,  62  L.  T.  N.  S.  144,  38  Week. 
Rep.  162,  holding  mortgage  of  bridge  tolls  and  rates  ovci-  Inidges  owned  by  com- 
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pany,  to  be  an  interest  in  land;  Re  Crossley  [1897]  1  Ch.  928,  06  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
558,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  419,  45  Week.  Rep.  615,  61  J.  P.  390,  holding  that  stock  is- 
sued under  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Act  confers  on  the  holders  an  interest 
in  land. 
Rights  under  debentures  and  mortgages  of  railroads  and  public  works. 

Cited  in  Phelps  v.  St.  Catharines  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.  18  Ont.  Rep.  581,  holding  that 
bondholders  of  corporation  incorporated  under  44  Vict,  chapter  73,  section  3o, 
were  entitled  to  preferential  charge  upon  deposit  in  bank  of  money  collected 
from  earnings  of  road:  Toronto  General  Trusts  Corp.  v.  Central  Ontario  R.  Co.  G 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  1,  holding  that  railway  incorporated  by  provincial  legislation,  and 
which  is  afterwards  declared  to  be  work  for  "the  general  advantage  of  Canada" 
can  be  validly  sold  as  going  concern,  where  sale  is  uiider  mortgage;  Abbott  v. 
Canada  C.  R.  Co.  24  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  579;  Re  Cornwall  Mineral  R.  Co.  48  L.  T. 
N.  S.  41;  Bowen  v.  Brecon  &  M.  T.  Junction  R.  Co.  L.  R.  3  Eq.  541,  36  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  344,  16  L.  T.  N.  S.  6,  15  Week.  Rep.  482;  Re  Eastern  &  M.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  45 
Ch.  Div.  367,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  604, — on  right  of  debenture  holders  as  being  limited  to 
profits  of  railroad  after  working  expenses  are  paid;  Re  Portsmouth  Tramways  Co. 
[1892J  2  Ch.  362,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  462,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  671,  46  Week.  Rep.  553, 
on  debenture  holder  having  no  right  to  break  up  the  undertaking,  but  must  en- 
force his  right  against  it,  while  permitting  it  to  remain  an  entity. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  440-444,  on  right  of  holder  of  debenture  to  a 
sale  of  the  corporate  property. 

—  Right  to  take  possession  or  foreclose. 

Cited  in  Phelps  v.  St.  Catharines  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.  19  Ont.  Rep.  515  (reversing  18 
Ont.  Rep.  581),  Iiolding  that  holders  of  bonds  which  are  a  general  charge  upon  a 
railroad  luulertaking  cannot  take,  sell  or  foreclose  upon  any  part  of  the  prop- 
erty enough  the  interest  is  in  arrears,  so  long  as  the  company  is  a  going  concern ; 
Blaker  v.  Herts  &  E.  Waterworks  Co.  L.  R.  41  Ch.  Div.  399,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
497,  60  L.  T.  N.  S.  776,  37  Week.  Rep.  601,  1  Megone,  217,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  428, 
holding  that  waterworks  undertaking  cannot  be  sold  nor  a  manager  thereof  ap- 
pointed at  the  instance  of  holders  of  its  debentures. 

Cited  in  note  in  18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  490,  on  right  of  foreclosure  on  default  in 
payment  of  mortgage. 

Distinguished  in  Kitchen  v.  Chathan  Branch  R.  Co.  17  N.  B.  215,  holding  that 
property  of  railway  company  is  liable  to  attachment;  Toronto  General  Trusts 
Corp.  v.  Central  Ontario  R.  Co.  8  Ont.  L.  Rep.  342  (affirming  6  Ont.  L.  Rep.  1), 
holding  that  railroad  may  be  sold  under  mortgage  foreclosure;  Redfield  v.  Wick- 
ham,  L.  R.  13  App.  Cas.  467,  57  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  94,  58  L.  T.  N.  S.  455,  holding 
railroad  liable  to  seizure  and  sale  for  the  debts  of  the  company  under  Canadian 
Railway  Act;  Central  Ontario  R.  Co.  v.  Trusts  &  Guarantee  Co.  [1905]  A.  C.  576, 
74  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  116,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  317,  21  Times  L.  R.  732,  holding  that  a 
railroad  can  be  sold  under  mortgage  foreclosure  under  Canadian  Railway  Act; 
Sadler  v.  Worley  [1894]  2  Ch.  170,  03  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  551,  8  Reports,  194,  70  L. 
T.  N.  S.  494,  42  Week.  Rep.  476,  holding  that  mortgage  debenture  charged  on 
the  property  of  a  company  organized  luider  the  companies  act  may  be  enforced 
by  foreclosure  against  tlie  uncalled  capital  and  otlier  property  of  the  company. 

—  Right  to  wind  up  or  dissolve  company. 

Cited  in  Bourgoin  v.  La  Conijiagnie  du  Chemin  de  Fer  de  Montreal,  L.  R.  5  App. 
Cas.  381,  49  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  g.  68,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  414,  holding  that  railroad  organ- 
ized under  Dominion  Railway  act  can  not  be  sold  and  transferred  to  a  company 
organized  under  the  laws  of  a  province  so  as  to  be  subject  to  the  provincial  laws 
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only;  Re  Exmouth  Rocks  Co.  L.  R.  17  Eq.  181,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  110,  2!)  E.  T.  X. 
S.  573,  22  Week.  Rep.  104,  dcnymg  debenture  holders  of  dock  company  right  to 
have  it  wound  up  where  no  receiver  had  previously  been  appointed;  Re  llerne  Bay 
Waterworks  Co.  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  42,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  69,  39  L.  T.  X.  S.  324, 
27  Week.  Rep.  36,  denying  debenture  holder  of  waterworks  conlpany  the  right  of 
winding  up  the  company  though  the  income  under  a  receiver  was  insuflicicnt  to 
meet  the  interest  on  the  debentures. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Barton-upon-Humber  &  Dist.  Water  Co.  L.  R.  42  Ch.  Div. 
.585,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  613,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  803,  38  Week.  Rep.  8,  1  Megone,  412, 
7  Eng.  Rul.   Cas.  435,  holding  that  court  may  order  a  winding  up  of  a  water 
company  organized  under  the  companies  act  where  the  company  is  insolvent. 
—  Liens  and  properties  covered  thereby. 

Cited  in  Brookfield  v.  X'e\v  Brunswick  &  C.  R  &  Eand  Co.  13  X.  B.  409,  on  liens 
upon  railway  property  being  governed  by  the  statute  under  which  the  railroad 
company  is  incorporated;  Re  Hull,  B.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  40  Ch.  Div.  119,  58 
L.  J.  Ch.  X".  S.  205,  59  L.  T.  X.  S.  877,  37  Week.  Rep.  145,  holding  that  creditors 
of  railway  company  holding  its  mortgages  or  del)entine  stock  have  no  lien  upon 
its  surplus  lands. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Panama,'X.  Z.  &  A.  Royal  Mail  Co.  E.  R.  5  Ch.  318,  3!)  E.  J. 
Ch.  X.  S.  482,  22  L.  T.  X.  S.  424,  18  Week.  Rep.  441,  holding  tlvat  mortgage  de- 
bentures charged  upon  "the  undertaking  and  all  sums  of  money  arising  tlierefrom"' 
of  steamship  company  take  priority  over  general  creditors  where  company  is 
wound  up  and  its  property  sold;  Pegge  v.  Xeath  &  Dist.  Tramways  Co.  [1895] 
2  Ch.  508,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  737,  13  Reports,  762,  73  L.  T.  X.  S.  25,  44  Week.  Rep. 
72,  2  Manson,  474,  iiolding  that  distress  may  be  levied  on  tramway  company  for 
penalties  for  nonrepair  of  rails  though  debenture  holders  liad  a  receiver  appointed 
prior  to  such  levy. 
Reeeiversliip.s  for  railroads  and  like  public  works. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Jacksonville,  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  15  Fla.  201  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  power  of  court  to  appoint  receiver  and  manager  of  company;  Ver- 
mont &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Vermont  C.  R.  Co.  50  Vt.  500,  holding  that  receiver  of 
railroad  company  is  managing  agent  and  is  usually  appointed  to  continue  busi- 
ness for  a  time  that  railroad  may  be  sold  as  going  concern;  Allan  v.  Manitoba 
&  X.  W.  R.  Co.  10  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  106,  holding  mortgages  of  railroad  not 
entitled  to  have  a  manager  thereof  appointed;  Kingston  v.  Cowbridge  R.  Co. 
41  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  152,  holding  judgment  creditor  of  railwaj'  company  entitled 
to  receiver  of  its  rents  and  profits;  Ex  parte  Cambrian  R.  Co.  L.  R.  14  Ch. 
Div.  645,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  365,  42  L.  T.  X.  S.  714,  22  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  361, 
Iiolding  tliat  receiver  and  manager  of  railway  may  be  appointed  at  the  instance 
of  a  judgment  creditor;  Marshall  v.  South  Staffordshire  Tramways  Co.  [1895] 
2  Ch!  36,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  481,  12  Reports,  275,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  542,  43 
Week.  Rep.  469,  2  Manson,  292,  holding  tliat  hohk-rs  of  debentures  issued  by 
tramway  company  are  not  entitled  to  a  sale  of  the  property,  nor  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  manager,  but  only  to  have  a  receiver  ajipointed;  Re  Knott  End 
Railway  [1901]  2  Ch.  8,  70  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  463,  84  L.  T.  N.  S.  433,  49 
Week.  Rep.  469,  17  Times  L.  R.  353,  on  power  of  court  to  appoint  a  receiver 
for  a  railway  not  yet  opened  to  the  public. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  E.  R.  C.  373,  375,  oji  light  of  api)ointnu'iit  of  reciuver  of 
railway  company. 

Distinguished  in  Bartlett  v.  West  Metropolitan  'Iramways  Co.  [1893]  3  Ch. 
437,    63   E.    .E    Cli.    X.    S.    208.    69    E.    T.    X.    S.    .".tiO.    Iiohling   that    receiver   and 
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manager   of  tramway  company  may  be  appointed  at   the   instance  of  holder   of 
its   mortgage   debentures. 

—  For  private  corporation. 

Cited   in   Gutterson   v.   Lebanon  Iron  &   Steel   Co.   151   Fed.   72,   holding   that 
managing  receivership  of  private  business  corporation  is  never  undertaken  except 
with  view  of  winding  up   its  affairs. 
Right  to  mandamus. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  E.  R.  C.  780,  as  to  when  mandamus  will  be  granted. 
Right  to  lien  upon  corporate  property  for  work  performed. 

Cited  in  Brookfield  v.  New  Brunswick  &  C.  R.  &  Land  Co.  13  N.  B.  409, 
holding  that  unless  statute  or  agreement  provides  for  lien  on  property  of  cor- 
poration for  construction   of   railroad,   in   apt   words,   no   such   lien   exists. 

—  Priority  over  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Barnhill  v.  Hampton  &  St.  M.   R.  Co.  3  N.  B.  Eq.  371,  holding  that 
lien   under   Act   of   1903   was   not   retroactive   and   would  not  give   priority   for 
working   expenditures   over   mortgage. 
Powers  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  Carleton,  St.  J.  Branch  R.  Co.  v.  Grand  Southern  R.  Co.  21  N.  B. 
339,  on  powers  of  corporation  being  limited  to  such  as  are  granted  by  the 
act  incorporating  it. 

—  To  charge  or  alienate  properties  and  francliises. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  William  Richards  Co.  38  N.  B.  160,  holding  that  powers 
and  duties  conferred  upon  log  driving  company  by  act  of  legislature  cannot  be 
delegated  or  transferred;  Grand  Junction  R.  Co.  v.  Bickford,  23  Grant,  Ch. 
(U.  C. )  302,  holding  that  where  statute  gives  authority  to  corporation  to  borrow 
money  for  certain  purposes  it  can  borrow  for  no  other  purposes;  Stagg  v.  Med- 
way  Upper  Nav.  Co.  [1903]  1  Ch.  109,  72  L.  J.  Ch,  N.  S.  177,  51  Week. 
Rep.  329,  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  705,  19  Times  L.  R.  143,  holding  that  navigation  com- 
pany incorporated  by  special  act  had  power  to  create  a  valid  charge  upon  their 
surplus  lands  by  giving  a  mortgage  upon  them  to  secure  a  debt. 

Distinguished  in  Bickford  v.  Grand  Junction  R.  Co.  1  Can.  S.  C.  696  (reversing 
23  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  302),  holding  that  railroad  company  has  power  to  mort- 
gage its  lands;  Charlebois  v.  Great  North  West  C.  R.  Co.  9  JNIanitoba  L.  Rep. 
1,    on    power   of   railroad    companj'    to    create   liens    on    its    propertv. 

7  E.  R.  C.  428,  BLAKER  v.  HERTS  &  ESSEX  WATERWORKS  CO.  L.  R.  41 
Ch.  Div.  399,  58  L.  J.   Ch.  N.   S.  497,  60  L.  T.  N.  S.  776,  37   Week.   Rep 
601,   1   Mogonc,   217. 
Rights  of  mortgagees  or  debenture  liolders  of  public  service  corporation 
on  default. 
Cited   in   Phelps  v.   St.   Catharines   &   N.   C.   R.   Co.   18   Ont.    Rep.   581,   hold- 
ing   that    bondholders   of    corporation    incorporated    under    44   Vict,    chapter    73, 
section  35,  were  entitled  to  preferential  charge  upon  deposit  of  mone}'  collected 
from  earnings  of  road;  Phelps  v.  St.  Catharines  &  N.  C.  R.  Co.  19  Ont.  Rep.  50] 
(reversing    18    Ont.    Rep.    583),    holding    bondholders    of    railway    company    not 
entitled  to  take  or   sell  any  part  of  the  railroad  property  though   interest   on 
the  bonds  is  in   arrears,  so  long  as  the  railway  is  a  going  concern;    ilarshall 
V.  South  Staffordshire  Tramways  Co.   [1895]   2  Ch.  36,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  481, 
12  Reports,  275,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  542,  43   Week.  Rep.  469,  2  Manson,  292,  hold- 
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ing  holder  of  debentures  of  tramway  company  not  entitled  to  sale  of  the  under- 
taking nor  to  the  appointment  of   a  manager  thereof. 

Cited  in  notes  in  18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  490,  on  right  of  foreclosure  on  default 
in  payment  of  mortgage;  22  E.  R.  C.  374,  on  right  of  appointment  of  receiver 
of  railway  company. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Barton-upon-IIumber  &  Dist.  Water  Co.  L.  R.  42  Ch. 
Div.  585,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  61.3,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  803,  38  Week.  Rep.  8,  1 
Megone,  412,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  435,  holding  that  court  has  power  to  grant 
a  winding  up  of  a  water  company;  Sadler  v.  Worley  [1894]  2  Ch.  170,  63 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  551,  8  Reports,  194,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  494,  42  Week.  Rep.  476, 
holding  that  where  debentures  of  a  company  organized  under  the  companies  act, 
became  payable  by  the  winding  up  of  the  company,  the  holder  may  exercise  all 
the  rights  of  an  ordinary  mortgagee. 

7  E.  R.  C.  435,  RE  BARTON-UPON-HUMBER  &  DIST.  WATER  CO.  L.  R.  42 
Ch.  Div.  585,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  613,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  803,  38  Week.  Rep.  8,  1 
Megone,  412. 

Power  of  court  to  grant  winding  up  of  public  service  company. 

Cited  in  Re  St.  Neot's  ^\"ater  Co.  22  Times  L.  R.  478,  holding  tliat  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  grant  a  winding  up  of  waterworks  company  upon  petition  of  a 
judgment  creditor. 

7  E.  R.  C.  445,  REX  v.  SEVERN  &  W.  R.  CO.  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  646,  21  Revised 

Rep.  433. 
Mandamus  to  enforce  public  duty. 

Cited  in  Bassett  v.  Atwater,  65  Conn.  355,  32  L.R.A.  575,  32  Atl.  937,  holding 
that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  officer  of  corporation  to  call  a  special  meeting; 
Brewster  v.  Sherman,  195  Mass.  222,  80  N.  E.  821,  11  Ann.  Cas.  417,  iiolding 
that  a  voter  and  taxpayer  is  a  proper  party  to  bring  mandamus  to  compel  election 
officers  not  to  count  an  improperly  marked  ballot;  Lake  Supei-ior  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  12  Ct.  CI.  35,  to  the  point  that  suits  have  been  sustained  to  com- 
pel railway  companies  to  keep  up  their  roads  for  use  of  public. 

Cited  in  notes  in  16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  780,  as  to  when  mandanuis  will  be  granted; 
7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  443,  on  necessity  that  property  pledged  to  public  use  remain  so. 

Distinguished   in    School   Trustees   v.  Toronto,   20   U.   C.   Q.   B.    302,   granting 
mandamus  to  compel  city  council  to  levy  tax  for  school  purposes. 
—  Duty  respecting  highways. 

Cited  in  Hislop  v.  McGillivray  Twp.  12  Ont.  Rep.  749,  liolding  that  mandamus 
will  lie  against  township  to  compel  the  opening  of  a  road  allowance  where  no 
other  remedy  is  available  for  plaintiff'  to  obtain  access  to  the  road ;  Re  Moulton 
Twp.  12  Ont.  App.  Rep.  503,  on  mandamus  to  compel  township  to  repair 
l)ridge. 

Distinguished  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  International  Bridge  Co.  6  Ont.  App.  Rep.  537, 
holding  that  bridge  company  incorporated  to  construct  bridge  for  foot  and  car- 
riage travel  as  well  as  for  railway  purposes,  caimot  be  compelled  to  construct  the 
l)ridge  for  the  former  purpose,  though  it  is  completed  for  the  latter. 
Mandamus  to  compel  operation  and  maintenance  of  railroad. 

Cited  in  Jack  v.  Williams,  113  Fed.  823,  holding  that  owner  of  railroad  cannot 
be  compelled  to  operate  it  at  a  loss,  unless  express  contract  as  to  its  operation 
is  contained  in  its  charter;   Hall  v.  Union  P.  R   Co.  3  Dill.  515,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
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5,950,  holding  that  mandamus  may  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  a  private 
person,  to  compel  railwaj'  company  to  operate  its  entire  road  as  a  continuous 
line;  United  States  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  4  Dill.  479,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,601,  granting 
mandamus  to  compel  railway  to  operate  its  trains  over  bridge  as  part  of  its 
road;  State  ex  rel!  Bridgeton  v.  Bridgeton  &  M.  Traction  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  592, 
45  L.R.A.  837,  43  Atl.  715,  holding  that  the  city  may  bring  mandamus  proceed- 
ings to  compel  street  railway  company  to  maintain  and  operate  its  road;  People 
V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  3  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  11 ;  People  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co. '2  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  (McCarty)  345,— holding  that  rail- 
road company  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  perform  duty  of  transporting 
goods  usually  carried  by  it;  People  v.  New  Y'ork  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  28  Hun,  543, 
holding  that  mandamus  Avill  lie  to  compel  railroad  company  to  exercise  its  duties 
as  carrier  of  freight  and  passengers;  People  v.  New  Y^ork,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  40 
Hun,  570,  63  How.  Pr.  291,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  railway 
company  to  maintain  suitable  passenger  and  freight-houses  at  its  stations  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  public;  State  ex  rel.  Blake  v.  Northeastern  R.  Co. 
9  Rich.  L.  247,  67  Am.  Dec.  551,  holding  mandamus  to  be  the  proper  remedy  to 
compel  railroad  company  to  follow  mode  prescribed  hy  their  charter  in  build- 
ing the  track  across  a  stream  so  as  not  to  obstruct  navigation ;  Attj'.  Gen.  v. 
West  Wisconsin  R.  Co.  36  W'is.  466,  holding  that  railroad  company  may  be 
compelled  to  maintain  and  operate  a  railroad  constructed  under  charter  from 
the  state;  Ex  parte  Atty.  Gen.  17  N.  B.  667,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie 
to  compel  railway  company  to  run  daily  train  on  branch  line  though  no  profit 
be  derived  therefrom;  State  v.  Rives,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  297,  on  mandamus 
to  compel  railway  company  to  construct  and  maintain  its  road;  People  ex  rel. 
Garbutt  v.  Rochester  &  State  Line  R.  Co.  76  N.  Y'.  294,  on  officers  of  railroad 
company  being  subject  to  mandamus  to  compel  the  performance  of  its  public 
duties. 

Cited  in  notes  in  24  L.R.A.  564,  on  mandamus  to  compel  operation  of  rail- 
road; 13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  322,  on  right  of  state  to  require  railroad  company  to 
equip   its   road. 

Distinguished  in  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  120  111.  200.  11  N.  E.  347,  hold- 
ing that  court  will  not  grant  mandamus  to  compel  railway  company  to  keep 
road  in  repair  and  furnish  facilities  for  business  where  it  does  not  pay  ex- 
penses; State  ex  rel.  Little  v.  Dodge  City,  M.  &  T.  R.  Co.  53  Kan.  329,  24 
L.R.A.  564,  36  Pac.  755,  denying  mandamus  to  compel  insolvent  railvvav  com- 
pany, owning  no  rolling  stock,  to  repair  its  track;  Darlaston  Local  Board  v. 
London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  [1894]  2  Q.  B.  694,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  826,  9  Reports, 
712,  71  L.  T.  N.  S.  461,  43  Week.  Rep.  29,  holding  that  railway  company  can- 
not be  compelled  to  maintain  station  and  operate  branch  line  at  a  loss. 

—  To  compel  resumption  of  discontinued  service  or  line. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Chicago  P.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,666, 
holding  that  after  railway  company  has  accepted  a  land  grant  and  built  its  road, 
it  cannot  abandon  it,  and  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  its  operation;  State  ex 
rel.  Grinsf elder  v.  Spokane  Street  R.  Co.  19  Wash.  518,  41  L.R.A.  515,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  739,  53  Pac.  719,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie  at  the  instance  of  a 
private  person  to  compel  street  railway  company  to  resume  operation  of  a 
])art  of  its  line  which  has  been  discontinued. 

—  Parallel  line  owned  by  same  company. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  103  N.  Y.  195,  8  N.  E.  369, 
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liolding  tliat  railway  company  cannot  be  compelled  to  continue  operating  a  'line 
between  two  points  where  it  is  operating  another  line  between  them. 
—  To  compel  operation  of  ferryboat. 

Cited  in  Re  Wheeler,  G2  Miss.  37,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  605,  holding  that  city 
having  franchise  to  run  ferry  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  operate  same. 
Disability  of  railroad  to  abandon  its  lines. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Albany  &  V.  R.  Co.  37  Barb.  216  (allirming  11  Abb.  Pr. 
136,  19  How.  Pr.  523),  holding  that  railroad  company  has  not  the  absolute  right 
to  abandon  a  part  of  its  road  after  it  has  once  been  constructed;  Watt  v.  Pas- 
senger R.  Co.  6  Phila.  386,  24  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  269,  holding  that  railway  com- 
pany has  no  right  to  take  up  part  of  railroad  mortgaged,  except  for  proper 
repair;  People  v.  Albany  &  V.  R.  Co."  19  How.  Pr.  523,  11  Abb.  Pr.  136,  hold- 
ing that  injunction  will  issue  to  prevent  railroad  company  from  removing  rails, 
etc.,  pending  action  to  compel  them  to  repair  and  operate  road;  Watt  v.  Heston- 
ville,  M.  &  T.  P.'  R.  Co.  1  Brewst.  (Pa.)  418,  holding  that  railroad  company  have 
no  right  to  take  up  part  of  road  and  no  right  to  touch  it,  save  for  proper  repair 
and  lawful  use. 

Denial  of  extraordinary  legal  remedy  where  ordinary  one  is  adequate. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Hamilton  v.  Guinotte,  156  Mo.  513,  50  L.R.A.  787,  57  S. 
W.  281,  on  meaning  of  "adequate  remedy"  which  will  justify  the  refusal  of  an 
extraordinary  writ;  Farwell's  Petition,  2  N.  H.  123,  on  other  available  remedies 
as  being  sufficient  ground  for  denying  a  mandamus;  Re  Hamilton  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
39  U.  C.  Q.  B.  93,  on  grounds  upon  which  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  granted  or 
refused;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Capital  City  Dairy  Co.  62  Ohio  St.  350,  57 
L.R.A.  181,  57  N.  E.  62,  holding  quo  warranto  against  corporation  not  barred 
because  the  acts  in  question  also  subject  the  parties  to  criminal  prosecution. 

Distinguished  in  Ex  parte  Jones,  1  Ala.  15;  State  v.  Mobile  &  M.  R.  Co.  59 
Ala.  321, — holding  that  mandamus  will  not  be  granted  where  there  is  an  adequate 
I'emedy  at  law. 

—  Indictment  or  mandamus  as  concurrent  remedies. 

Cited  in  Fremont  v.  Crippen,  10  Cal.  211,  70  Am.  Dec.  711;  State  v.  Wil- 
mington Bridge  Co.  3  Harr.  (Del.)  312;  People  ex  rel.  Secretary  of  State  v. 
State  Ins.  Co.  19  Mich.  392;  Re  Trenton  Water  Power  Co.  20  X.  J.  L.  659;  State 
ex  rel.  Gaines  v.  Whitworth,  8  Lea,  594, — liolding  that  mandamus  will  lie  to 
(enforce  performance  of  a  public  duty  though  there  is  another  reraedv  by  indict- 
ment; People  ex  rel.  Ayres  v.  State  Auditors,  42  Mich.  422,  4  N.  W.  274,  holdint^ 
that  remedy  by  indictment  and  criminal  prosecution  is  not  good  ground  for 
refusing  to  grant  writ  of  mandamus;  Kuechler  v.  Wright,  40  Tex.  600;  Atty. 
(ien.  v.  Weston  Plank  Road  Co.  4  Grant,  Cli.  (U.  C.)  211, — on  remedy  by  indict- 
ment not  being  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  a  mandanuis. 

Distinguished  in  Pittsl)urgh,  U.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  101  Pa.  192,  12  W.  N.  C. 
280,  40  Pliila.  Leg.  Int.  09,  13  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  130,  holding  railroad  liable 
to  indictment  for  failure  to  reconstruct  street  after  building  the  road,  thougli 
reconstruction  miglit  l)e  compelled  ])y  nuuidamus. 

Disability  of  railroad  companies  to  renonnce  or  Iraiisfcr  Irancliise  duties. 

Cited  in  Pierce  v.  Emerj^  32  N.  H.  484,  on  railroad  company  having  the 
right  to  sell  and  mortgage  its  personal  property,  hut  not  tin-  right  to  manage 
and  control  its  road,  nor  any  otlior  corporate  right  or  fr:uiehise;  Paige  v. 
Schenectady   R.   Co.   178    X.   Y.    102.    70  N.    K.   2]:!.   on    invalidity   of  contract   by 
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street  railway  company  by  which  it  would  render  itself  incajjable  of  performing 
its  duties  to  the  public. 
Railroad  as  highway. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  v.  Eastwick,  35  Pa.  75,  on  railroad  as  being  a  public 
highway;  Camblos  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  9  Phila.  411,  4  Brewst.  (Pa.)  503, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,331;  Lake  Superior  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States,  93  U.  S.  442, 
23  L.  ed.  967, — historically  on  railroads  as  highways  to  be  used  by  the  public 
who  could  bring  mandamus  to  compel  them  to  be  kept  open;  Camblos  v.  Phila- 
delphia &  R.  R.  Co.  9  Phila.  411,  30  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  149,  to  the  point  that 
some  of  former  railwaj's  or  tram-roads  were  public  highways. 
Towpaths  as  highways. 

Cited  in  Winch  v.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  458,  41  L.  J. 
C.  P.  N.  S.  241,  27  L.  T.  N.  S.  95,  20  Week.  Rep.  945,  holding  that  a  tow  path  is 
a  public  highway  for  tlie  purpose  of  towing  barges  and  vessels;  Lee  Conservancy 
Board  v.  Button,  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  383,  41  L.  T.  N.  S.  481,  on  same  point. 

7  E.  R.  C.  449,  REG.  v.  BRISTOL  DOCK  CO.  2  Q.  B.  64,  1  Gale  &  D.  286,  6  Jur. 

216,  2  Eng.  Ry.  &  C.  Cas.  599,  30  Revised  Rep.  280. 
Mandamus  to  compel  performance  of  public  duty  in  or  about  highways. 

Cited  in  People  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  40  Hun,  570,  holding  that 
mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  railway  company  to  furnish  suitable  passenger 
and  freight-houses  at  its  stations;  Watt  v.  Hestonville,  M.  &  F.  P.  R.  Co.  1 
Brewst.  (Pa. )-418,  on  obligation  of  a  railroad  company,  which  has  accepted 
a  franchise,  to  maintain  and  operate  its  road;  Hislop  v.  McGillivray  Twp.  12 
Ont.  Rep.  749,  on  mandamus  to  compel  the  opening  of  a  road  allowance  so  as  to 
give  land  owner  access  to  the  highway;  Re  Moulton  Twp.  12  Ont.  App.  Rep.  503. 
on  mandamus  to  compel  township  to  repair  bridge  where  indictment  would  also 
lie  for  failure  to  do  so. 

—  Where  Indictment  might  lie. 

Cited  in  Re  Moulton  Twp.  12  Ont.  App.  Rep.  503,  on  the  right  to  a  mandamus 
unless  indictment  is  a  better  or  more  available  remedy. 

Cited  in  2  Farnham,  Waters,  1331,  on  right  of  public  to  proceed  by  man- 
damus against  corporation  for  failure  to  repair  a  river  bank,  although  cor- 
poration is  liable  to  indictment  for  failure  to  repair. 

—  Particular  terms  of  writ  as  to  mode. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Green  v.  Dutchess  &  C.  R.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  152,  on  man- 
damus as  not  specifying  the  mode  in  which  work  ordered  done,  is  to  be  carried 
out. 
Injunction  against  taking  up  part  of  railway. 

Cited  in  Watt  v.  Passenger  R.  Co.  6  Phila.  386,  24  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  269,  hold- 
ing that  railway  comjjany  may  be  enjoined  from  taking  up  part  of  railroad 
mortgaged. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  443,  on  necessity  that  property  pledged  to 
public  use  remain  so. 

7  E.  R.  C.  454,  COHEN  v.  WILKINSON,  12  Beav.  125,  5  Eng.  Ry.  &  C.  Cas. 

741,  13  Jur.  641,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  378,  1  Macn.  &  G.  481,  1  Hall  &  Twells 

554,  14  Jur.  491. 
Rights  of  shareholder  in  corporation  to  injunction  against  invalid  acts. 
Cited   in   Paterson   v.    Bowes,    4   Grant,    Ch.    (U.    C.)    170,   holding   individual 
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inhabitants  of  municipality  entitled  to  injunction  to  restrain  mayor  from  invest- 
ing municipal  funds  under  a  void  by-law;    Quebec   Warehouse  Co.   v.  Levis,   11 
Can.  S.  C.  600,  holding  rate  payers  entitled  to  injunction  to  prevent  municipality 
from  paj'ing  out  funds  under  a  void  by-law. 
To  prevent  iuisu.se  or  diversion  or  abandonment  of  properties. 

Cited  in  Tippecanoe  County  v.  Lafayette,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  50  Ind.  85,  holding 
that  an  action  for  an  injunction  and  to  set  aside  an  invalid  agreement  and 
lease  of  part  of  railroad  property  may  be  maintained  by  stockholder;  Bagshaw 
V.  Eastern  R.  Union  Co.  19  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  410,  2  Macn.  &  G.  389,  2  Hall  &  Tw. 
201,  G  Eng.  Ry.  &  C.  Cas.  169,  14  Jur.  491,  holding  holder  of  scrip  certificates 
of  stock  issued  for  the  purchase  of  branch  lines  entitled  to  injunction  to  prevent 
the  use  of  funds  from  said  stock  in  completing  the  original  line;  Weldon  v. 
Parks,  N.  B.  Eq.  Cas.  418,  holding  shareholder  entitled  to  defend  suit  to  fore- 
close debenture  issued  by  company,  on  ground  that  it  was  issued  for  purpose 
not  authorized  by  act  granting  power  to  the  corporation;  Moore  v.  Murphy,  11 
U.  C.  C.  P.  444;  Moore  v.  Chambers,  11  U.  C.  C.  P.  453, — on  right  of  stock- 
liolder  to  restrain  company  from  contracting  for  the  construction  of  part  of 
its  road  when  not  in  position  to  complete  it;  Sharpley  v.  I^uth  &  E.  C.  R.  Co. 
L.  E.  2  Ch.  Div.  663,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  259,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  71,  on  shareholder 
not  being  entitled  to  injunction  to  prevent  funds  of  railway  company  from  being 
used  for  the  construction  of  part  only  of  a  line,  where  he  had  acquiesced  therein 
and  failed  to  apply  for  relief  promptly. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  443,  on  necessity  that  railroad  property 
once  pledged  to  public  remain  so  pledged. 

Distinguished  in  Hamilton  v.  Desjardins  Canal  Co.  1  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  1, 
holding  that  bill  to  restrain  directors  of  corporation  from  misappropriating 
funds,  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  corporation;  Graham  v.  Birkenhead, 
L.  &  C.  J.  R.  Co.  20  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  445,  2  Macn.  &  G.  146,  2  Hall  &  Tw.  450,  14 
Jur.  494,  denying  injunction  to  prevent  use  of  funds  for  construction  of  part 
only  of  railway  line,  where  petitioner  had  acquiesced  in  the  changed  plans. 

—  Joinder  of  parties. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  v.  Desjardins  Canal  Co.  1  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  2,  holding 
that  corporation  must  be  made  plaintifl"  in  action  against  directors  for  misap- 
plication of  funds;  Davidson  v.  Grange,  4  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  377,  holding  that 
suit  for  purpose  of  setting  aside  election  of  directors  of  corporation,  for  fraud, 
may  be  brought  by  some  of  the  shareholders  on  behalf  of  all,  and  need  not  be 
in  name  of  corporation;  Ffooks  v.  London  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  1  Smale  &  G.  142,  17 
.fur.  365,  1  Week.  Rep.  175,  on  propriety  of  joining  all  the  stockholders  as 
plaintiffs  in  suit  by  a  stockholder  to  prevent  funds  being  used  in  an  improper 
manner  where  such  otlier  stockholders  are  the  parties  who  are  alleged  to  be 
diverting  tin;  funds. 
Defense  of  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  Bissell  v.  Michigan  S.  &  N.  I.  R.  Cos.  22  N.  Y.  258,  holding  that  cor- 
poration may  set  up  ultra  vires  as  a  defense  to  liability  on  contract. 
Invalidity  of  contracts  against  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Bissell  v.  Michigan  Southern  &  N.  I.  R.  Cos.  22  N.  Y.  258,  holding 
that  contracts  of  corporations  in  contravention  of  public  policy  are  void, 
liiahility  of  stockholder  for  calls. 

Cited   in  Trov  &   R.  R.   Co.   v.  Kerr,   17   Barb.  581,   holding  that  lease  of   its 
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road   6y   one   railroad    company    to    another    would    not    release    subscriber    from 
payment  of  calls. 

Distinguished  in  Troy  &  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  17  Barb.  581,  holding  stockholder 
not  released  from  liability  for  calls  on  his  stock  though  company  had  changed 
the  terminus  of  its  road  so  as  to  shorten  it  very  materially;'  Moore  v.  Gurney. 
21  U.  C.  Q.  B.  127,  holding  that  stockholders  cannot  deny  their  liability  on 
stock  subscription  on  the  ground  that  funds  for  completing  part  only  of  the 
road  were  provided. 

Right   of    taxpayer    to    maintain    action    wliere    city    officials    periorni    or 
threaten  to  perform  illegal  act.s. 

Cited  in  Quebec  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Levis,  11  Can.  S.  C.  666,  holding  that 
taxpayer  of  municipality  may  maintain  action  to  restrain  execution  and  enforce- 
ment of  illegal  contract;  Paterson  v.  Bowes,  4  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  170,  holding 
that  bill  will  lie  by  some  of  the  inhabitants  of  municipality,  alleging  misap- 
plication of  funds  by  maj'or  where  council  refused  to  act. 
Charter  of  corporation  as  contract  which  is  enforceable. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Dry  Dock  Co.  7  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  450,  holding  that  an 
act  of  incorporation  constitutes  a  contract  between  company  and  public,  which 
the  company  is  bound  and  may  be  compelled  to  observe. 

7  E.  R.  C.  460,  REG.  v.  GREAT  NORTH  OF  ENGLAND  R.  CO.  9  Q.  B.  315,  2 

Cox,  C.  C.  70,  10  Jur.  755,  16  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  16. 
liiability  of  corporation  to  indictment. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  MacAndrews  &  F.  Co.  140  Fed.  82:3,  holding  that 
two  corporations  may  be  guilty  of  crime  of  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade: 
New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States,  212  U.  S.  481,  53  L.  ed.  613,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  304,  liolding  that  both  corporation  and  its  agents  may  be  joined 
in  indictment  for  violating  provisions  of.  Elkins  Act  of  1903;  United  States  v. 
John  Kelso  Co.  86  Fed.  304,  holding  that  corporation  may  be  held  guilty  of 
crime  in  violating  eight  liour  act:  Chesapeake  Club  v.  State,  63  Md.  446,  holding 
corporation  indictable  for  violation  of  "Local  Option  Law;"  Com.  v.  New  York 
C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  206  :\lass.  417,  92  N.  E.  766.  19  Ann.  Cas.  529,  holding  that 
inferior  courts  have  jurisdiction  over  corporations  in  criminal  matters  where 
complaint  may  be  made  by  information ;  Telegram  Newspaper  Co.  v.  Com.  172 
Mass.  294.  44  L.R.A.  159,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  280,  52  N.  E.  445,  holding  that  cor- 
poration may  be  held  liable  for  criminal  contempt  of  court;  Boston,  C.  &  M. 
R.  Co.  v.  State,  32  N.  H.  215,  holding  statute  valid  which  makes  railroad  cor- 
poration subject  to  indictment  and  fine  in  case  of  loss  of  life  through  negligence: 
State  v.  Passaic  County  Agri.  Soc.  54  N.  J.  L.  260,  23  Atl.  680,  holding  cor- 
])oration  indictable  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house;  Com.  v.  Huntingdon  &  B. 
T.  Mountain  R.  &  Coal  Co.  35  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  416,  holding  that  a  railroad  com- 
l)any  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  public  duty  and  subject  to  indictment  where,  having 
exercised  the  power  conferred  upon  it  to  take  an  existing  public  highway,  it 
refuses  to  comply  with  a  statute  to  construct  another  of  prescribed  character 
in  its  stead;  State  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  'R.  Co.  15  W.  Va.  362,  36  Am.  Rep.  803. 
liolding  that  corporation  may  be  indicted  for  Sabbath  breaking:  R.  v.  Masters 
Plumbers  &  Steam  Fitters  Co.-op.  Asso.  14  Ont.  L.  Rep.  295,  holding  that  indict- 
ment will  lie  against  corporation  for  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade:  Union 
Uolliery  Co.  v.  R.  31  Can.  S.  C.  81  (affirming  7  B.  C.  247),  holding  that  an 
indictment  will  lie  against  a  corporation  for  omitting  to  perform  its  duty  of 
avoiding  the  endangering  of  human  life;  Eeg.  v.  Union  Colliery  Co.  7  B.  C.  247, 
r-.  Notes  on  E.  E.  C. — 52 
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liolding  that  indictment  will  lie  against  corporation  under  section  2o2  of  Code; 
R.  V.  Tyler  [1891]  2  Q.  B.  588,  61  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  38,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  662, 
56  J.  P.  118,  holding  corporation  liable  to  indictment  for  a  breach  of  duty 
amounting  to  disobedience  of  the  law;  Pharmaceutical  Soc.  v.  London  &  P. 
Supply  Asso.  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  313,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  387,  40  L.  T.  N.  S.  584, 
27  Week.  Rep.  709,  holding  corporation  acting  as  "druggist  and  chemist"  liable 
to  penalties  prescribed  by  act  governing  such  business. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  B.  R.  C.  235,  251,  on  criminal  responsibility  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  2  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  84,  189,  on  penal  offenses  by  railroad  com- 
panies. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Duke,  19  Misc.  292,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  336,  UN.  Y. 
Crim.  Rep.  472,  holding  that  officers  and  members  of  corporation  cannot  escape 
liability  for  conspiracy  by  claiming  that  the  acts  were  corporate  acts;  R.  v. 
Great  West  Laundry  Co.  13  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  66,  holding  that  indictment  will 
not  lie  against  corporation  for  manslaughter. 

—  For  misfeasance. 

Cited  in  Donaldson  v.  Mississippi  &  M.  R.  Co.  18  Iowa,  280,  87  Am.  Dec.  391 ; 
Pittsburgh,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  13  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  136,  40  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
69;  Com.  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  2  Gray,  339,— holding  that  corporation  may 
be  indicted  for  misfeasance  as  well  as  for  nonfeasance;  Daly  v.  Milwaukee 
Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  119  Wis.  398,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  96  N.  W\  832,  on 
liability  of  corporation  to  indictment  for  misfeasance;  R.  v.  Toronto  R.  Co.  10 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  26,  holding  that  street  railway  company  may  be  indicted  for  negli- 
gent operation  of  its  cars;  R.  v.  Hays,  14  Ont.  L.  Rep.  201,  on  indictments  against 
corporations  for  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance  in  certain  cases;  Union  Colliery 
Co.  V.  Reg.  31  Can.  S.  C.  81,  2  B.  R.  C.  222,  holding  that  under  criminal  code 
corporation  may  be  indicted  for  omitting,  without  lawful  excuse,  to  perform 
duty  of  avoiding  danger  to  liuman  life  from  anything  in  its  charge  or  under  its 
control. 

—  For  acts  void  of  intent. 

Cited  in  State  ex  inf.  Hadley  v.  Delniar  Jockey  Club,  200  Mo.  34,  92  S.  W. 
185,  on  corporations  being  liable  to  indictment  where  intent  is  not  an  element 
of  the  offense. 

—  For  highway  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  112  Mass.  412;  State  v.  Morris 
&  E.  R.  Co.  23  N.  J.  L.  360, — holding  corporation  indictable  for  obstructing  a 
highway;  Pittsburgh,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  101  Pa.  192,  holding  railroad  com- 
pany liable  to  indictment  for  failure  to  reconstruct  street  as  required  by  statute; 
Northern  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  90  Pa.  300,  36  Phila.  Ix^g.  Int.  495,  9  W.  N.  C.  129: 
State  v.  Vermont  C.  R.  Co.  27  Vt.  103;  R.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  17  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
1(J5^ — holding  corporation  liable  to  fine  under  indictment  for  nuisance  in  obstruct- 
ing highway. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  E.  R.  C.  273,  on  statutory  iiutbority  as  justification  for 
nuisance. 

Cited  in  2  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  lOU,  on  indielnient  of  railroad  company  for 
maintaining  nuisance;  3  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  32,  on  unauthorized  construction 
of  railroad  in  street  as  a  nuisance;  3  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  44,  on  remedies  for 
unlawful  use  of  street  by  railroad. 

Distinguished  in  Danville,  H.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  73  Pa.  29,  holding  that 
railroad  company  taking  public  road  for  its  track  need  not  construct  the  new- 
road  required  under  statute;,  before  it  <aii  occupy  the  old  road:    Harris  v.  Hiomp- 
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son,  9  Barb.  350,  holding  that  a  dam  maintained  by  the  state  or  under  its  author- 
ity cannot  be  a  public  nuisance. 
Actions  against  corporations. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Vandiver,  42  Pa.  365,  82  Am.  Dec.  520,  hold- 
ing- tliat  railroad  company  is  liable  for  the  negligence,  violence  or  carelessness 
of  its  eniplojees. 

—  For  acts  partaking  of  malice  or  intent. 

Cited  in  Owsley  v.  Montgomery  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  37  Ala.  560,  holding  that 
action  for  malicious  prosecution  Avill  not  lie  against  a  corporation;  Fenton  v. 
Wilson  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  9  Phila.  189,  31  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  132,  holding  that 
action  for  malicious  prosecution  will  lie  against  a  corporation;  Freeborn  v. 
Singer  Sewing  j\Iach.  Co.  2  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  253,  on  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  corporation  can  be  guilty  of  malice  so  as  to  destroy  a  prima  facie  privilege 
arising  from  the  occasion  of  publication;  McLay  v.  Bruce  County,  14  Out.  Rep. 
398,  holding  tliat  action  for  libel  will  lie  against  a  municipal  corporation;  Whit- 
field V.  Southeastern  R.  Co.  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  229,  El.  Bl.  &  El.  115,  4  Jur. 
N.  S.  608,  6  Week.  Rep.  545,  holding  corporation  liable  to  action  for  libel. 

7  E.  R.  C.  474,  PUGH  v.  GOLDEN  VALLEY  R.  CO!  L.  R.  15  Ch.  Div.  330,  49 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  721,  42  L.  T.  N.  S,  863,  28  Week.  Rep.  863,  affirming  the 
decision  of  Fry,  J.,  reported  in  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  274,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
666. 

Construction  of  Railway  Act  as  to  powers  given  or  necessary. 

Cited  in  Breadalbane  v.  W>st  Highland  R.  Co.  (1895)  22  Rettie,  307,  hold- 
ing railway  company  not  entitled  to  take  land  for  pipe  line  to  supply  water  to 
station,  such  power  not  being  included  imder  the  Railway  Act;  Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Metropolitan  R.  Co.  [1894]  1  Q.  B.  384,  9  Reports,  598,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  811,  42 
Week.  Rep.  381,  58  J.  P.  348,  holding  that  "necessary"  in  the  Railway  act  does 
not  restrict  them  to  strictly  physical  necessity;  Emsley  v.  North  Eastern  R.  Co. 
[1896]  1  Ch.  418,  65  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  385,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  113,  60  J.  P.  182,  as 
construing  clause  "maj'  do  all  other  acts  necessary  for  making,  maintaining, 
altering,  or  repairing,  and  using  the  railway"  in  the  Railway  Act;  Glasgow  v. 
Farie,  L.  R.  13  App.  Cas.  657,  58  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  33,  60  L.  T.  N.  S.  274,  37 
Week.  Rep.  627,  17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  485,  on  limited  meaning  of  "'necessary"  in 
acts  granting  power  to  railway  companies. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  E.  R.  C.  289,  on  right  to  take  land  for  public  purpose  only 
when  necessary. 

Distinguished  in  National  Docks  &  N.  J.  Junction  Connecting  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  54  N.  J.  Eq.  142,  33  Atl.  860,  on  meaning  of  "necessary"  under 
railway  act,  and  as  not  being  in  point  where  the  act  does  not  contain  the  word 
necessary;  Wilkinson  v.  Hull,  B.  &  W.  R.  R.  &  Dock  Co.  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div.  323, 
51  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  788,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  455,  30  Week.  Rep.  617,  holding  that  where 
there  are  several  ways  of  doing  an  act  authorized  by  the  statute,  the  railway 
company  may  choose  the  one  they  think  best  and  courts  will  not  interfere. 

—  Diversion  of  streams. 

Cited  in  2  Farnham,  Waters,  1679,  on  right  to  maintain  action  for  diversion 
of    water    of    stream. 

Distinguished  in  Slocumb  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  57  Iowa,  675,  11  N.  W. 
641,    holding   that    one    standing    l)y    nnd    seeing    railway    expending    moneys    in 
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diverting  a  stroain  and  making  no  objection  llu-ieto  will  not  ha  heard  in  asking 

for  its  restoration. 

Force  of  decisions  wliicli  have  stood   uiiqucstioiied  for  a  long  period. 

Cited  in  Cottrell  v.  Babcock  Printing  Press  Mfg.  Co.  54  Conn.  122,  U  Atl.  791,— 
on    undesirability    of    disturbing    long    established    rule;    McLaren    v.    Caldwell, 

8  Can.  S.  C.  435,  on  decision  which  has  stood  a  long  time  as  being  a  rule  of  prop- 
erty which  should  not  be  interfered  with;  National  Trust  Co.  v.  Miller,  3  D. 
L.  R.  69;  Equity  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  41  Can.  S.  C.  491, —  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  duty  of  courts  to  recognize  as  binding  decisions  of  court  of  long  standing : 
Thompson  v.  Equity  F.  Ins.  Co.  C.  R.  (1910)  A.  C.  151,  on  decision  requiring, 
weight  and  effect  where  it  stands  unquestioned  for  a  long  time;  Pearson  v.  Pear- 
son, L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div.  145,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  32,  51  L.  T.  N.  S.  311,  32  Week. 
Rep.  1006,  on  decision  which  has  been  acted  upon  and  been  unquestioned  for  twelve 
years  as  being  binding  unless  overruled  by  higher  court. 

7  E.  R.  C.  487,  SHAW  v.  BENSON,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  575,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div. 

563. 
Penal  and  iirohlbitive  statutes. 

Cited  in  Northwestern  Constr.  Co.  v.  Young,  13  B.  C.  297,  on  the  classification 
of  penal  statutes,  touching  the  question  of  their  prohibition  effect. 

7  E.  R.  C.  497,  SULLIVAN  v.  MITCALFE,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  Div.  455,  49  L.  J.  C. 

P.  N.  S.  815,  44  L.  T.  N.  S.  8,  29  Week.  Rep.  181. 
Necessity  of  prospectus  of  corporation  containing  a  disclosure  of  con- 
tracts. 
Cited  in  Cackett  v.  Keswick  [1902]  2  Ch.  456,  71  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  641,  51  Week. 
Rep.  69,  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  11,  18  Times  L.  R.  650,  9  Manson,  388,— holding  a  contract 
between  promoters  of  a  corporation  and  its  future  chairman  whereby  a  firm  of 
which  he  was  a  member  was  to  receive  a  certain  number  of  shares  for  commission 
for  underwriting  and  tlie  use  of  name  of  firm  on  prospectus  was  such  a  material 
one  that  it  siiould  liavc  been  disclosed  in  the  prospectus:  Macleay  v.  Tait  [1906] 
A.  C.  24,  on  necessity  of  prospectus  of  eorixiration  containing  a  disclosure  of 
material  contracts. 

Nondisclosure  of  contract  in  prospectus  as  j-rounds  for  action  for  dam- 
ages. 
Cited  in  Broome  v.  Speak  11903]  1  Cii.  586,  72  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  251,  51  Week. 
Rep.  258,  88  L.  T.  N.  S.  580,  19  Times  L.  R.  187,  10  Manson,  38,  holding  plain- 
tiff might  recover  damages  where  he  purchased  stock  on  the  representations  in 
the  prospectus  as  to  contracts  entered  into  by  them  where  there  was  a  contract 
for  a  loan  not  disclosed,  which  called  for  repayment  with  a  large  bonus;  Nash 
V.  Calthorpe  1 1905]  2  Ch.  237,  74  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  493,  21  Times  L.  R.  587,  12 
Manson,  260,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  585,  on  nondisclosure  of  contract  in  prospectus  as 
grounds  for  action  for  damages. 
Construction  of  statutes. 

Cited   in  2   Sutlierland,   Stat.   Const.   2d  ed.   751,   as  to   how  general   words   in 
statute    are   construed. 

7  E.  R.  C.  523,  SCOTT  v.  DIXON,  29  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  62  note. 
IVaudnlent  misrepresentations  as   cause  of   action    for   damages. 

(  it<'d    in    Holmes    v.    Harrington,   20   Mo.    App.   061,   on    person    as   liable   for 
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fraudulent  misrepresentations  on  which  another  has  acted  to  his  detriment; 
Hoton  V.  Sanson,  11  U.  C.  C.  P.  606,  hoding  that  person  who  gives  receipt 
showing  that  he  holds  certain  quantity  of  wheat  received  from  holder  of  receipt 
is  liable  to  person  who  advances  money  on  faith  of  receipt  where  statement  in 
receipt  is  untrue. 

Cited  in  Benjamin,  Sales  5th  ed.  452,  453,  on  buyer's  right  of  action  for  false 
representations    made   to   tliird   person, 

—  For  rescission  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Davis   v.  Louisville  Trust  Co.   30   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1011,   104  C.   C.   A. 
24,   181   Fed.   10,  holding  that   person   relying   upon   information   received   from 
mercantile  agency  may  rescind  contract  of  purchase  of  stock,  where  corporation 
made  false  statement  to  such  agency. 
Liability   of   officers    of   corporation    for    fraudulent   representations. 

Cited  in  Fenn  v.  Curtis,  23  Hun,  384,  holding  a  person  representing  himself 
as  the  officer  of  a  corporation  which  in  fact  does  not  exist  is  liable  in  damages 
to  one  purchasing  stock  in  such  corporation  from  a  third  party;  Peek  v.  Gur- 
ney,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377,  43  L.  j.  Ch.  N.  S.  19,  22  Week.  Rep.  29,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
527;  Parker  v.  M'Questen.  32  L^.  C.  Q.  B.  273, — on  directors  of  a  corporation  as 
being  liable  to  one  relying  on  false  statements  on  a  report  to  the  stockholders 
of  the  bank. 
liiability  of  principal  for  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Hindman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  57  L.R.A.  108,  50  C.  C.  A.  623,  112  Fed. 
931,  holding  a  bank  was  liable  for  the  false  representations  of  its  cashier  as 
to  its  surplus  fund,  although  such  representations  were  not  autliorized  by  the 
directors. 

7  E.  R.  C.  527,  PEEK  v.  GURNEY,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  19,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377.  22 

Week.  Rep.  29,  affirming  L.  R.  13  Eq.  79. 
liiability  of  officers  and  directors  of  a  corporation  for  injuries  resulting 

from  their  breach  of  duty. 

Cited  in  Raymond  v.  Palmer.  35  La.  Ann.  276,  holding  the  commissioners  of 
a  corporation  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  the  officers  and  directors 
of  the  corporation  for  their  mismanagement  and  unlawful  acts  where  only  par- 
ticular creditors  and  stockholders  were  injured. 

Cited  in  1  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  406,  on  liability  of  directors  for  fraud  on  third 
persons. 

—  For  falsity  in  prospectus. 

Cited  in  Cheney  v.  Dickinson,  28  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  359,  96  C.  C.  A.  314,  172  Fed. 
109,  holding  that  officers  of  corporation  Avho  issued  fraudulent  prospectus  to 
sell  treasury  stock  are  not  liable  in  damages  for  fraud  to  one  who  in  reliance 
upon  it,  purchases  from  individual  stock  whicli  is  owned  by  him;  Farrell  v. 
Manchester,  40  Can.  S.  C.  339  (revising  38  N.  B.  364,  which  affirmed  3  N.  B. 
Eq.  Ref.  508),  holding  a  purchaser  of  stock  on  tlic  strength  of  representations 
in  a  prospectus  issued  by  broker  having  the  stock  for  sale  could  not  recover 
damages  from  the  directors  who  had  instructed  the  broker  to  sell  the  stock;  Far- 
rell V.  Portland  Rolling  Mills  Co.  38  N.  B.  364,  affirming  3  N.  B.  Eq.  508, 
holding  that  directors  who  adopted  resolution  to  sell  shares  of  company  and  t<) 
employ  broker  for  purpose,  are  not  responsible  for  misrepresentations  in  pro- 
spectus issued  by  broker;  Derry  v.  Peek,  L.  R.  14  App.  Cas.  337,  58  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  864,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  265,  38  W^eek.  Rep.  33,  54  J.  P.  148,  ]   Megone,  292,  12 
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Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  250  (reversing  37  Ch.  Div.  541,  59  L.  T.  N.  S.  78,  57  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  347,  36  Week.  Rep.  899),  holding  directors  of  a  tramway  company  were 
not  liable  in  an  action  of  deceit  where  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  stock 
because  of  representations  in  their  prospectus  as  to  their  right  to  use  steam 
power,  such  representations  being  made  in  the  belief  they  were  true;  Edgiiigtdii 
V.  Fitzmaurice,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  459,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  G50,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  369. 
33  Week.  Rep.  911.  50  J.  P.  52,  holding  the  directors  of  a  corporation  liable  in 
an  action  for  deceit  wliere  plaintiff  was  induced  to  make  a  loan  because  of  false 
representations  in  the  prospectus  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  loan;  Weir  v.  Bell, 
L.  R.  3  Exch.  Div.  238,  47  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  704,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  929,  26  Week. 
Rep.  746  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Cargill  v.  Bower,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  502,  47  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  649,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  779,  26  Week.  Rep.  716;  Eaglesfield  v.  Londonderry, 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  693,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  822,  25  Week.  Rep.  190;  Glasier  v.  Rolls,  L. 
R.  42  Ch.  Div.  436,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  V.  S.  820,  38  Week.  Rep  113,— on  liability 
of  directors  for  false  representations  contained  in  a  prospectus. 

Cited  in  note  in  28  L.R.A.  (N.S. )    359,  300,  on  liability  of  officers  or  promoters 
to    one   purcliasing   stock    from    individual    in    reliance    on    prospectus    issued    to 
induce  purcliase  of  treasury  stock. 
—  For  false  statements  as  to  resources  and  liabilities. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  MX^uesten,  32  U.  C.  Q.  B.  273;  Gerner  v.  Mosher,  58  Ne)). 
135,  46  L.R.A.  244.  78  N.  W.  384   (dissenting  opinion), — on  liability  of  director^^ 
to  one  relying  on  their  false  reports  as  to  the  solvency  of  the  bank. 
Fraudulent  representations  giving  rise  to  cause  of  action  lor  damages. 

Cited  in  Haines  v.  Franklin,  87  Fed.  139;  Wagner  v.  National  L.  Ins.  Co.  33 
C.  C.  A.  121,  61  U.  S.  App.  691,  90  Fed.  395:  Hindman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  57 
L.R.A.  108,  50  C.  C.  A.  623,  112  Fed.  931;  Stuart  v.  Bank  of  Staplehurst,  57 
Neb.  569,  78  N.  W.  298;  Brackett  v.  Griswold,  112  N.  Y.  454,  20  N.  E.  376;  Butler 
v.  Prentiss,  158  N.  Y.  49,  52  N.  E.  652;  Kuelling  v.  Roderick  Loan  Mfg.  Co.  183 
N.  Y.  98,  2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  303,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  691,  75  N.  E.  1098,  5  Ann.  Cas. 
124;  Haines  v.  Franklin,  44  W.  N.  C.  420;  Petrie  v.  Guelph  Lumber  Co.  11  Can. 
S.  C.  450  (affirming  11  Ont.  App.  Rep.  336);  Scottish  American  Invest.  Co.  v. 
Hope,  26  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  430;  Doyle  v.  Smith,  40  N.  S.  157;  Merchants 
Bank  v.  Lucas,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  573;  Cavalier  v.  Pope  [1905]  K.  B.  757,  74 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  857,  54  Week.  Rep.  68,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  475,  21  Times  L.  R.  747 
(dissenting  opinion)  ;  Arkwright  v.  Newbold,  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div.  .'501,  50  L.  .1. 
Ch.  N.  S.  372,  44  L.  T.  N.  S.  393,  29  Week.  Rep.  455;  Smith  v.  Chadwick,  L.  R. 
20  Ch.  Div.  27,  51  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  597,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  702,  30  Week.  Rep.  661  : 
Hammond  v.  Pennock,  61  N.  Y.  145, — on  when  fraudub'nt  misrepresentations 
grounds  for  relief;  Redpath  Bros.  v.  Lawrence,  42  Mo.  App.  101,  holding  a 
petition  for  damages  for  fraudulent  misrepresentation  must  fail  where  it  con 
tains  no  allegation  that  the  misrepresentation  was  fraudulent  and  made  with 
intent  to  defraud;  Webb  v.  Rockfeller,  195  Mo.  57,  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  872,  93 
S.  W.  772;  Potts  v.  (  hapin,  133  Mass.  276,^on  eleiuciits  essential  to  right  to 
maintain  action  for   fraiidiilent  misrepresentation. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  lOiig.  Itiil.  Cas.  294,  on  wbat  constitutes  fraud  and  lialiility 
therefor. 

Cited  in  2  Mcchcni.  Sales.  735,  736,  on  necessity  tliat  fraudulent  represen- 
tation be  made  to  be  act<'d  on  by  the  otiier  party,  in  order  to  maintain  action 
for  damages;  Hollingswortli,  Contr.  176,  on  necessity  tliat  representation  be 
false  in  itself  to  constifntc  traiul. 
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—  Privity  of  party  to  statement. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Grandall,  7  Mo.  App.  233,  holding  defendant  was  liabl(> 
for  fraudulent  misrepresentations  made  to  a  third  person  upon  which  plaintiff  act- 
ed to  his  injury  it  appearing  that  defendant  thought  that  such  representations 
would  reach  plaintiff;  Haines, v.  Franklin,  15  Lane.  L.  Rev.  200,  holding  that 
purchaser  of  judgment  against  corporation  stands  in  shoes  of  original  judgment 
creditor  in  respect  to  corporation  itself,  but  not  in  respect  to  right  of  action  orig- 
inal creditor  might  have  against  incorporators,  for  fraud;  Greene  v.  Mercantile 
Trust  Co.  GO  Misc.  180,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  802,  holding  that  where  false  representa- 
tions are  addressed  to  limited  class,  persons  outside  that  class  cannot  maintain 
action  upon  them;  Puffer  v.  Welch,  144  Wis.  506,  120  N.  W.  525,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A, 
1120,  holding  that  misrepresentations  Avhich  accompanied  giving  or  induced 
acceptance  of  written  instrument  running  to  vendee  and  assigns  do  not  run  with 
instrument  so  as  to  give  right  of  action  in  favor  of  persons  to  whom  they  were 
not  .uttered  or   intended  to   be  communicated. 

Cited  in  Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed.  450,  451,  on  right  of  stranger  to  contract 
of  sale  to  maintain  action  for  deceit  or  negligence;  Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed. 
452,  453,  on  buyer's  right  of  action  for  false  representations  made  to  third 
person. 

Distinguished  in  O'Leary  v.  Tillinghast,  22  R.  I.  161,  46  Atl.  754,  holding 
three  owners  of  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the  order  of  one  of  them  are  liable 
in  an  action  of  deceit  for  false  representations  made  by  the  payee  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  others;  Andrews  v.  Mockford  [1896]  1  Q.  B.  372, 
65  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  302,  73  L.  T.  N.  S.  726,  holding  the  persons  issuing  the 
prospectus  of  a  corporation  containing  false  representations  to  induce  persons 
to  whom  sent  to  purchase  stock  in  the  market,  are  liable  to  persons  injured  bv 
such  purchase  of  stock. 

—  Innocent  false  statements. 

Cited  in  Nash  v.  Minnesota  Title  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  159  Mass.  437,  34  N.  E.  625: 
Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Thayer,  2  McCrary,  1^  7  Fed.  622,— holding  the  purchaser 
of  certificates  placed  on  the  market  by  the  receiver  of  a  railroad  might  recover 
damages  where  he  was  induced  to  purchase  by  reason  of  the  fraudulent  reprc- 
.sentations  contained  in  the  certificate  although  the  receiver  had  no  purpose  to 
defraud;  Crislip  v.  Cain,  19  W.  Va.  438,  holding  that  if  person  suppresses  truth 
or  suggests  what  is  false,  he  is  guilty  of  fraud,  though  he  may  not  have  intended 
to  deceive;  Real  Estate  Invest.  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  Bldg.  Soc.  3  Ont.  Rep.  476, 
holding  that  person  may  be  held  liable  for  damages  caused  by  misstatement  of 
fact,  even  though  there  was  no  intention  to  deceive;  Petrie  v.  Guelph  Lumber 
Co.  11  Ont.  App.  Rep.  336,  holding  that  directors  of  company  who  made  repre- 
sentations concerning  affairs  of  company,  which  they  believed  to  be  true,  but 
which  were  not  correct,  were  not  liable  to  person  who  was  induced  to  take  shares, 
in  action  to  recover  money  paid  and  to  cancel  subscription;  French  v.  Skead, 
24  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  179  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  person  for  false 
representations  as  to  value,  if  he  believes  statement  to  be  true. 

Cited  in  1  Page,  Contr.  186,  on  intent  to  deceive  as  element  of  actual  fraud: 
Hollingsworth,  Contr.  181,  on  necessity  that  representations  be  made  witli  tlu' 
intention  that  it  is  to  be  acted  upon  by  other  party  to  constitute  fraud;  Benjamin, 
Sales,  5th  ed.  474,  on  unimportance  of  motive  of  seller  making  misreprcsentatioiiH 
to  purchaser. 

—  Falsity  in  corporate  statements  or  prospeictus. 

Cited   in   Mercliants'    Nat.    Bank    v.   Armstrong,    65    Fed.   932,   holding   a   bank 
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discounting  a  note  upon  the  security  of  certain  sliares  in  defendant  bank  believing 
the  representations  of  tlie  officers  of  sucli  bank  to  the  comptroller  of  the  currency 
as  to  its  financial  condition  could  maintain  no  action  for  such  fraudulent  rep 
resentations;  Hindman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  48  L.R.A.  210,  39  C.  C.  A.  1,  98  Fed. 
562,  holding  a  bank  which  in  order  to  increase  its  deposits  makes  false  statements 
concerning  the  financial  condition  of  one  of  its  customers  to  a  third  person  is 
liable  for  deceit  if  loss  results;  Greene  v.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  60  Misc.  ISO, 
HI  N.  Y.  Supp.  802,  holding  an  action  might  be  maintained  by  a  person  induced 
to  purchase  stock  because  of  the  false  representations  published  in  a  prospectus 
issued  by  the  corporation  though  the  prospectus  only  contained  an  invitation  to 
the  public  to  purchase  the  bonds. 
^Defense  of  negligence  in  avoiding-  fraud.  , 

Cited  in  Van  Vclsor  v.  Seeberger,  59  111.  App.  322,  on  per.son  inducing  another 
to  act  by  reason  of  fraudulent  representations  as  having  no  right  to  rely  on  the 
failure  of  the  otlier  party  to  exercise  the  proper  degree  of  care. 
Right  to  rescind  contract. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Louisville  Trust  Co.  30  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1011,  104  C.  C.  A.  24, 
181  Fed.  10,  holding  that  person  relying  upon  information  received  from  mer- 
cantile agency  may  rescind  contract  of  purchase  of  stock,  vi'here  corporation 
made  false  statement  to  such  agency. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  756,  on  misrepresentation  as  ground  for 
rescission  of  contract. 

Cited  in  2  Mechem,  Sales,  724,  on  purchaser's  right  to  avoid  contract  for 
seller's  concealment  of  latent  defect;  2  Mechem,  Sales,  733,  on  seller's  knowl- 
edge of  falsity  of  representation  or  lack  of  belief  in  its  truth  as  essential  to 
purchaser's  right  to  avoid  contract;  Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed.  449,  on  fraud  as 
ground  for  rescinding  contract  of  sale. 
Deceit  by  nondisclosure  or  concealment. 

Cited  in  Potts  v.  Temperance  &  General  Life  Assur.  Co.  23  Ont.  Rep.  73,  on 
what  necessary  to  constitute  deceit;  Cackett  v.  Keswick  [1902]  2  Ch.  456,  71 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  64],  51  Week.  Rep.  69,  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  11,  18  Times  L.  R.  650,  U 
Manson,  388,  on  mere  nondisclosure  of  facts  as  not  supporting  an  action  for 
deceit  at  common  law. 

Cited  in  2  Mechem,  Sales,  722,  as  to  whether  concealment  of  truth  by  seller  is 
equivalent  to   false   representation;    1    Page,   Contr.    189,   on   statement   made   to 
deceive  public  as  fraud;  Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed.  491,  on  silence  of  seller's  agent 
as  to  ownership  of  picture  as  a  fraud  on  buyer. 
Survival  of  causes  of  action  for  deceit  or  like  tort. 

Cited  in  Houghton  v.  Butler,  166  Mass.  547,  44  N.  E.  624,  holding  a  bill  would 
not  lie  against  a  person  for  damages  for  fraudulent  misrepresentations  by  defend- 
ant's testate,  where  it  did  not  allege  that  the  estate  received  by  defendant  had 
Ijeen  benefited  by  the  testate's  fraud ;  Hamilton  Provident  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Cor- 
nell, 4  Ont.  Rep.  623,  holding  there  being  a  fiduciary  relationship  tiiere  could 
be  no  recovery  against  tlie  representatives  of  a  deceased  person  for  liis  fraudulent 
misrepresentations  where  no  profit  had  accrued  to  the  wrongdoer's  estate;  Davoren 
v.  Wootton  [1900]  1  Ir.  Ch.  273,  holding  a  cause  of  action  for  deceit  because  of 
false  representations  as  to  the  value  of  stock  did  not  survive  the  death  of  the 
defendant;  Young  v.  Wallingford,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  590,  48  L.  T.  N.  S.  756,  31 
Week.  Rep.  838,  holding  the  personal  representative  of  a  solicitor  would  not  be 
liable  in  damages  for  false  representations  made  by  a  solicitor  in  the  negotation 
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of  a  loan;  Phillips  v.  Homfray,  L.  R.  24  Ch.  Div.  439,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  833,  4!) 
L.  T.  N.  S.  5,  32  Week.  Rep.  6,  on  the  survival  of  causes  of  action  against  estate 
of  wrongdoer. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  10,  11,  on  abatement  of  action  for  tort  by 
death  of  wrongdoer. 

Distinguished  in  Hatcliard  v.  Mege,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  771,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
397,  56  L.  T.  N.  S.  662,  35  Week.  Rep.  576,  51  J.  P.  277,  holding  an  action  for 
the  publication  of  a  false  and  malicious  statement  causing  damage  to  plaintiff's 
personal  estate  survives  the  death  of  the  plaintiff;  Twy cross  v.  Grant,  L.  R.  4 
C.  P.  Div.  40,  48  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  3,  39  L.  T.  N.  S.  616,  27  W^eek.  Rep.  87,  hold- 
ing a  cause  of  action  for  damages  caused  by  false  representations  on  a  prospectus 
as  to  the  value  of  stock  survived  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  to  his  personal  repre- 
sentative; Schroeder  v.  Mendl,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  452,  holding  a  principal  selling  a 
cargo  of  corn  as  in  good  condition  on  the  representation  of  agent  tliat  it  was 
in  good  condition  on  reaching  a  certain  i>ort  of  call  was  not  liable  in  an  action 
for  deceit. 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  over  an  action  for  fraudulent  representations. 

Cited  in  Squires  v.  Thompson,  73  App.  Div.  552,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  734,  holding 
equity  had  jurisdiction  over  an  action  against  the  directors  of  a  corporation  to 
recover  for  false  representations  which  induced  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  its 
stock;  Newbigging  v.  Adam,  L.  R.  34  Ch.  Div.  582;  Curtiss  v.  Hurd,  30  Fed. 
729, — on  when  equity  will  grant  relief  against  fraudulent  representations. 
L/aches  as  a  bar  to  a  recovery  or  right  of  action  for  fraud. 

Cited  in  Du  Pont  v.  Du  Bos,  52  S.  C.  244,  29  S.  E.  665,  on  laches  as  a  bar  to 
an  equitable  action  fc#  damages  due  to  fraud. 

Distingui.shed   in   Pender   v.   Fox,   20   Week.   Rep.    966,    holding   action    for    in- 
demnity is  not  barred  by  delay  where  delay  was  due  to  decisions  of  courts  which 
were  not  maintained. 
Necessity  of  carefulness  in  practice  in  equity. 

Cited  in  Re  Eraser,  Russell  (N.  S.)  525,  to  the  jwint  that  no  conduct  was 
more  rigidly  reprobated  in  equity  than  system  of  plajing  fast  and  loose  in 
practice. 

7  E.  R.  C.  564,  RE  GERMAN  DATE  COFFEE  CO.  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div.  169,  51  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  564,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  327,  30  Week.  Rep.  717. 

Scope  of  proposed  corporation. 

Cited  in  Pedlar  v.  Road  Block  Gold  Mines  [1905]  2  Ch.  427,  74  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
753,  54  Week.  Rep.  44,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  665,  12  Manson,  422,  holding  an  agree- 
ment to  promote  a  company  to  acquire  and  work  other  mining  property  was 
within  the  objects  of  the  defendant  association  organized  to  take  over  certain 
mining  property  and  acquire  other  mining  rights. 
Construction  of  nieniorandum  of  association  of  a  corporation. 

Cited   in   Stephens  v.  IMysore   Reefs   Min.   Co.    [1902]    1   Ch.   745,   71   L.  J.   Ch. 
N.  S.  295,  50  Week.  Rep.  509,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  221,  18  Times  L.  R.  327,  9  Manson. 
199,    on   how    the   memorandum    of    association    of    a    corporation    is   to    be   con- 
strued. 
Right  to  wind  up  frustrated  corporation. 

Cited  in  Re  Bristol  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  44  Ch.  Div.  703,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
722,  62   L.  T.   N.   S..   745,  38   Week.   Rep.   574,   2   Megone,   150,   holding   on   facts 
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there  was  such  an  impossibility  of  carrying  on  tlie  business  that  a  petition  for 
the  winding  up  thereof  would  be  granted, 

7  E.  R.  C.  587,  WALKER  v.  LONDON  TRAMWAYS  CO.  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  705, 

4!)  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  23,  28  Week.  Rep.  163. 
Right  of  corporation   to  contract   against  alteration  of  its   articles. 

Cited  in  Punt  v.  Symons  &  Co.  [1903]  2  Ch.  506,  72  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  768,  52 
Week.  Rep.-  41,  10  Manson,  415,  holding  a  corporation  could  not  contract  itself 
out  of  its  statutory  right  to  alter  its  articles  by  an  agreement  with  an  outsider; 
Re  Barrow  Hiematite  Steel  Co.  39  Ch.  Div.  582,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  148,  59  L.  T. 
N.  S.  500,  37  Week.  Rep.  249,  holding  a  corporation  could  not  contract  against 
its  right  to  make  a  reduction  of  the  capital  of  a  company;  Andrews  v.  Gas 
Meter  Co.  [1897]  1  Ch.  361,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  246,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  132,  45  Week. 
Rep.  321;  Allen  v.  Gold  Reefs  of  West  Africa  [1900]  1  Ch.  656,  69  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  266,  48  Week.  Rep.  452,  82  L.  T.  N.  S.  210,  16  Times  L.  R.  213,— on  cor- 
poration's having  no  power  to  contract  against  right  to  alter  articles. 

7  E.  R.  C.  589,  RE  ALMA  SPINNING  CO.  L.  R.  16  Ch.  Div.  681,  50  L.  J.  Ch. 

N.  S.  167,  43  L.  T.  N.  S.  620,  29  W^eek.  Rep.  133. 
Validity  of  acts  of   less  than  the   full   quorum   number  of  the  board  of 
directors  where  vacancy  exists. 

Cited  in  Sovereen  Mitt,  Glove  &  Robe  Co.  v.  Whitside,  12  Ont.  L.  Rep.  638, 
holding  where  four  of  the  seven  directors  of  a  corporation  ceased  to  be  qualified 
because  of  a  transfer  of  their  stock  the  remainder  could  not  fill  the  vacancies 
the  by-laws  requiring  four  to  be  a  quorum;  Faure  Electrife  Accumulator  Co.  v. 
Phillipart,  58  L.  T.  N.  S.  525,  holding  where  the  articles  of  association  re- 
quired at  least  three  directors  to  constitute  the  board,  the  act  of  two  in  filling 
the  vacancy  was  not  valid. 

Cited  in  note  in  27  L.R.A.  309,  on  forfeiture  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  1  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  221,  on  necessity  of  directors  acting  as  a  body 
in  making  calls;  2  Beach,  Contr.  1339,  on  binding  acts  of  de  facto  corporate 
officers. 

Distinguislied  in  Porter  v,  Lassen  County  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  127  Cal.  261, 
59  Pac.  503,  holding  the  vote  of  the  majority  of  th';  full  board  of  directors  is 
valid  to  sanction  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  notwithstanding  a  vacancy  in  the 
board  of  directors;  Kuser  v.  Wright,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  825,  31  Atl.  397,  holding  a 
person  taking  a  chattel  mortgage  from  two  directors  of  a  cori>oration  where  three 
required  to  transact  business  would  be  protected  where  the  chattel  mortgagee 
had  no  notice  that  the  third  director  had  ceased  to  be  such  because  of  his  in- 
solvency  and  assignment   for  creditors;   York  Tramways  Co.  v.  Willows,  L.  E. 

8  Q.  b"  Div.  685,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  257,  46  L.  T.  N.  S.  296,  30  Week.  Rep. 
624,  holding  defendant  could  not  refuse  to  pay  for  his  allotment  of  stock  where 
such  allotment  was  made  by  less  than  the  number  of  directors  required  to  exist 
but  where  the  board  of  directors  might  act  notwithstanding  such  vacancy. 
Construction  of  statute  by  argument  of  convenience. 

Cited  in  American  Pneumatic  Tool  Co.  v.  Pratt  &  W.  Co.  106  Fed.  229,  on 
the  argument  of  inconvenience  as  being  a  strong  one  where  statute  open  to  two 
constructions. 

Cited  in  2  Sutherland,  Stat.  Const.  2d  ed.  911,  915,  on  consideration  given  to 
effects  and  consequences  in  construing  statute;  1  Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  235,  on 
necessity  for  pursuing  statutory  method  of  forfeiture  of  consideration. 
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7  E.  R.  C.  COl,  RE  ANGLO- AUSTRIAN  PRINTING  &  PUB.  CO.   [1892]   2  Ch. 

158,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  481,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  593,  40  Week.  Rep.  518. 
Right  of  director  of  corporation  to  remuneration  as  such. 

Cited  in  Salton  v.  New  Beeston  Cycle  Co.  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  370,  [1899]  1 
Ch.  775,  47  Week.  Rep.  462,  80  L.  T.  N.  S.  521,  holding  a  person  who  accepted 
the  office  of  director  of  a  corporation  and  acted  as  such  until  its  liquidation  was 
entitled  to  remuneration  although  he  had  not  qualified  by  holding  the  requisite 
number  of  shares  within  the  time  specified.  • 

Implied  contract  of  director  to  take  shares   in  corporation  necessary  to 
qualify. 

Cited  in  Re  Agricultural  Shipping  Co.  [1911]  St.  R.  Qd.  34,  holding  that 
where  articles  of  association  provided  that  a  certain  number  of  shares  must  be 
held  by  a  person  to  enable  him  to  qualify  or  hold  the  office,  and  a  stockholder 
subscribed  for  one  share  and  acted  as  director  there  was  no  implied  contract  on 
his  part  to  take  the  total  number  of  shares;  Re  Bread  Supply  Asso.  [1893]  W. 
N.  14,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  376,  3  Reports,  288,  68  L.  T.  N.  S.  434,  liolding  a  person 
who  accepted  a  position  of  director  of  a  corporation  and  acted  as  such  during 
the  life  of  the  company  was  liable  to  contribute  on  the  winding  up  thereof 
for  the  value  of  the  stock  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  take  in  order  to  qualify 
as  a  director;  Re  Hercynia  Copper  Co.  [1894]  2  Ch.  403,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  567, 
7  Reports,  214,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  709,  42  Week.  Rep.  593,  1  Manson,  286,  holding 
a  person  named  as  a  director  was  liable  to  contribute  for  his  qualification  shares 
of  stock  where  he  did  not  resign  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  month  in  which 
he  had  to  qualify,  lie  having  signed  prints  of  the  prospectus  of  the  company  as 
a  director;  Re  R.  Bolton  &  Co.  [1894]  3  Ch.  356,  holding  same  where  the  director 
accepted  such  position  and  acted  as  director  although  he  resigned  within  the 
period  for  qualification:  Re  Issue  Co.  [1895]  1  Ch.  226,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  131. 
13  Reports,  56,  71  L.  T.  N.  S.  667,  43  Week.  Rep.  267;  Re  Baring-Gould  &  S. 
Combined  Pick  &  Shovel  Syndicate  [1899]  2  Ch.  80,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  429,  47 
Week.  Rep.  564,  80  L.  T.  N.  S.  739,  15  Times  L.  R.  366,  6  Manson,  430,— on 
implied  contract  of  one  acting  as  director  to  take  stock. 

Distinguislied  in  Re  Moore  Bros.  &  Co.  [1899]  1  Ch.  627,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
302,  SO  L.  T.  N.  S.  104,  47  Week.  Rep.  401,  6  Manson,  290,  15  Times  L.  R.  192, 
holding  statement  in  prospectus  that  directors  would  take  shares  not  taken  by 
vendor  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  an  agreement  to  bond  directors  to  take  such 
shares;  Ex  parte  Cammell  [1894]  2  Ch.  392,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  536,  7  Reports, 
191,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  705,  1  Manson,  274,  holding  a  person  who  was  made  a  director 
and  acted  as  such  during  the  month  in  which  he  had  to  qualify  by  so  taking  his 
allotment  of  stock  was  not  liable  for  such  where  he  did  not  take  it  and  after 
the  month  resigned  as  a  director  although  his  name  was  entered  in  the  allot- 
ment sheet. 

7  E.  R.  C.  614,  RE  LANDS  ALLOTMENT  CO.   [1894]   1  Ch.  616,  63  L.  J.  Ch. 

N.  S.  291,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  286.  1  Manson,  107,  42  Week.  Rep.  404. 
L/iability  of  directors  of  a  corporation  for  improper  disposal  of  funds. 

Cited  in  Stavert  v.  Lovitt,  42  N.  S.  449,  holding  the  payment  of  a  dividend 
after  directors  were  aware  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank  was  an  ultra  vires  act 
for  which  they  were  personally  liable;  Re  National  Bank  [1899]  2  Ch.  629,  68 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  634,  81  L.  T.  N.  S.  363,  48  Week.  Rep.  99,  on  the  liabilities  of  a 
director  of  a  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  in  55  L.R.A.  772,  on  liability  of  directors  to  corporation. 
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Ultra  vires  acts  of  directors  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Naval  &  Military  Civil  Service  Co-op.  Soc.  [1905]  1  K.  B. 
687,  74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  302,  53  Week.  Rep.  447,  92  L.  T.  N.  S.  458,  21  Times 
L.  R.  293,  12  Manson,  212,  holding  an  act  of  board  of  directors  voting  themselves 
traveling  expenses  was  ultra  vires  where  an  article  provided  that  no  director 
should  vote  on  any  measure  in  which  he  was  interested. 
Directors  when  to  be  regarded  as  trustees. 

Cited  in  Percival  v.  Wright  [1902]  2  Ch.  421,  71  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  846,  51  Week. 
Rep.  31,  9  Manson,  443,  18  Times  L.  R.  697,  holding  the  directors  of  a  company 
are  not  trustees  for  individual  shareholders  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  pur- 
chasing their  shares  without  disclosing  negotiations  pending  for  a  sale  of  the 
corporation's  imdertaking;  Re  Severn  &  W.  &  S.  Bridge  II.  Co.  [1890]  1  Ch. 
559,  65  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  400,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  219,  44  Week.  Rep.  347,  3  Manson,  90, 
on  when  directors  to  be  regarded  as  trustees. 
"Trustee." 

Cited   in  Livingston   v.   Livingston,   26   Ont.  L.   Rep.   246,   4   Do'^n.   L.   R.   345, 
holding  that  surviving  partner  is  not  trustee  under  section  40  of  Trustee  Act, 
which   applies  only  to  express  trustees;    Mara  v.   Browne    [1895]    2   Ch.   69,   64 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  594,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  765,  on  liability  of  a  person  as  a  •'trustee." 
\^lien  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  against  tru.stees.. 

Cited  in  Greenlield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Abercrombie,  211  Mass.  252,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
173,  97  N.  £.  897,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  420,  holding  that  statute  of  limitations  does 
not  begin  to  run  against  liability  of  trustees  of  savings  bank  as  money  lost 
through  irregular  loans,  until  facts  are  learned  by  institution. 

Cited  in  note  in  25  L.R.A.  567,  as  to  how  far  statutes  will  be  regarded  as 
abrogating  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong. 

7   E.  R.  C.  644,  OOREGUM  GOLD  MIN.  CO.  v.   ROPER    [1892]    A.  C.   125,   61 

L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  337,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  427,  41  Week.  Rep.  90. 
Ultra  vires  as  a  defense  to  corporate  acts. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  173  Mo.  153,  72  N.  W. 
1059,  on  right  of  corporation  to  plead  ultra  vires  as  a  (h'fciisc  to  corporat"  acts. 
Corporate  acts  when  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  California  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kennedy,  167  U.  S.  362,  42  L.  od.  198,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  831,  on  wlien  corporate  acts  are  to  be  regarded  as  ultra  vires. 

Cited   in   2   Page,   Contr.    1093,    on   reasons   underlying   doctrine   of   ultra   vires 
of  corporate  contracts. 
Dealings  in  or  about  own  stocks. 

Cited  in  Bellerby  v.  Rowland  &  M.  S.  S.  Co.  [1902]  2  Ch.  14,  71  L.  J.  C!i. 
N.  S.  541,  50  Week.  Rep.  56G,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  671,  18  Times  L.  R.  582,  9  Manson, 
291,  holding  a  surrender  of  shares  in  a  limited  company  with  a  release  of  share 
holder  from  liability;  being  (■•luivalcnt  to  a  sale  to  the  company  was  ultra  vires 
and  void. 
—  Extraorilinary  stock  i^..sues  or  bonus  issues. 

Cited  in  Re  McGill  Cliair  Co.  5  D.  L.  R.  73,  holding  tliat  company  organized 
under  Ontario  Companies  Act  of  1897,  cannot  issue  shares  of  stock  at  discount 
or  as  bonus;  Re  EddystcMK-  IMarine  Ins.  Co.  [1893]  3  Ch.  9,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  R. 
742,  2  Reports,  516,  09  L.  T.  N.  S.  363,  41  Week.  Rop.  042,  holding  the  act  of  a 
company  in  issuing  shares  as  fully  paid  up  as  a  bonus  was  ultra  vires  and  void; 
Re  Clinton  Tliresber  Co.  20  Ont.  L.  Rep.  555;  Re  McGill  Chair  Co.  26  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
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254;  Re  Cornwall  Furniture  Co.  20  Ont.  L.  Rep.  520,— holding  that  liolders  of 
bonus  shares  of  corporation  are  liable  as  contributors  to  debts  of  corporation; 
Lock  V.  Queensland  Invest.  &  Land  Mortg.  Co.  [1896]  1  Ch.  397,  holding  a  pro- 
vision for  the  payment  of  interest  out  of  the  capital  on  sums  paid  up  on  shares 
in  advance  of  calls  was  valid. 
Issues  of  stock  at  a  discount. 

.Cited  in  Security  Trust  Co.  v.  Fcrd,  75  Oliio  St.  322,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  20.3, 
79  N.  E.  474,  holding  the  stockholders  in  a  corporation  could  not  avoid  their 
statutory  liability  to  pay  full  par  value  for  their  stock  by  inserting  in  the 
articles  of  incorporation  that  the  stock  shall  be  sold  for  fifty  cents  the  dollar 
as  fully  paid  and  are  assessable;  Twigg  v.  Thunder  Hill  Min.  Co.  3  B.  C.  101, 
liolding  a  power  conferred  upon  a  corporation  by  its  articles  to  issue  stock  at  a 
discount  was  invalid;  North-West  Electric  Co.  v.  Walsh,  29  Can.  S.  C.  33 
(reversing  11  Man.  L.  Rep.  629),  holding  a  joint  stock  company  had  no  power 
to  make  allotments  of  shares  of  stock  at  a  rate  per  share  below  the  face 
value;  Walsh  v.  North  West  Electric  Co.  11  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  629,  holding  that 
under  statute  it  is  competent  for  directors  to  issue  shares  of  stock  at  a  discount 
in  accordance  with  resolution;  Re  Ontario  Exp.  &  Transp.  Co.  21  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  646;  Re  Lake  Ontario  Nav.  Co.  18  Ont.  L.  Rep.  354, — holding  the  act  of 
ilefendant  company  in  issuing  its  stock  at  a  discount  was  invalid ;  IMosely  v. 
Koffyfontein  Mines  [1904]  2  Ch.  108,  73  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  569,  91  L.  T.  N.  S.  266, 
20  Times  L.  R.  557,  11  Manson,  294,  53  Week.  Rep.  140,  holding  a  proposed 
issue  of  debentures  at  a  discount  was  void  where  the  holder  had  an  option  to 
take  up  fully  paid  shares  in  exchange;  Webb  v.  Shropshire  R.  Co.  [1893] 
3  Ch.  307,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  80,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  533,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  382;  Re 
Mayfair  Property  Co.  [1898]  2  Ch.  28,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  337,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  302, 
14  Times  L.  R.  336,  46  Week.  Rep.  465,  5  Manson,  127;  Re  Wragg  [1897]  1  Ch. 
796,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  419,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  397.  45  Week.  Rep.  557;  Re  Railway 
Time  Tables  Pub.  Co.  [1895]  1  Ch.  255, — on  right  of  corporation  to  issue  stock 
at  a  discount;  Hilder  v.  Dexter  [1902]  A.  C.  474,  71  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  781,  87 
L.  T.  N.  S.  311,  7  Com.  Cas.  258,  9  Manson,  378,  18  Times  L.  R.  800,  51  Week. 
Rep.  225,  on  agreement  for  the  sale  of  shares  at  less  than  tlieir  face  value  as 
being   repugnant   and   void. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  400,  409,  on  power  of  corporation  to  issue 
fully  paid  by  stock  debentures  at  a  discount;  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  681,  on  right 
of  corporation  to   issue  del>entures  as  a   discount. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Pioneers  of  Mashional  and  Syndicate  [1893]  1  Ch.  731,  62 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  507,  3  Reports,  265,  68  L.  T.  N.  S.  163,  41  Week.  Rep.  492,  hold- 
ing the  fact  that  shares  in  a  limited  company  were  issued  at  a  discount  is  not  a 
sj^round  for  making  a  winding  up  order  on  the  petition  of  a  fully  paid  up  share 
liolder. 
Liability  of  holder  for  face  value  of  slock  issued  at  discount. 

Cited  in  Hood  v.  Eden,  36  Can.  S.  C.  476  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Eraser  River 
Min.  &  Dredging  Co.  v.  Gallagher,  5  B.  C.  82,  on  the  liability  of  the  holders  of 
shares  purcliased  at  a  discount  to  pay  full  face  value:  Welton  v.  Saffery  [1897] 
A.  C.  299,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  362,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  505,  45  Week.  Rep.  508,  4 
Manson,  269,  holding  the  holders  of  shares  issued  at  a  discount  are  liable  on  the 
winding  up  to  calls  for  the  amounts  unpaid  on  their  shares;  Re  Innes  &  Co. 
[1903]  2  Ch.  254,  72  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  643,  51  Week.  Rep.  514,  89  L.  T.  N.  S.  142, 
19  Times  L.  R.  477,  10  Manson,  402;  Re  Frost  &  Co.  [1899]  2  Ch.  207,  68 
L.   J.   Ch.   N.   S.   544,   4S   Week.    Rep.    39.   80   L.   T.   N.    S.   849,    15    Times   L.    R. 
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.390, — on  an  issue  of  paid  up  shares  as  taken  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  whole 

amount  thereof. 

Payment  in  property  for  shares. 

Cited  in  Larocque  v.  Beauchemin  [1897]  A.  C.  358,  66  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  59,  76 
1j.  T.  N.  S.  473,  45  Week.  Rep.  639,  holding  a  transfer  of  property  is  good  pay- 
ment for  shares;    Re  Kharaskhoma   Exploring  &  Prospecting   Syndicate    [1897] 

2  Ch.  451,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  675,  on  the  particularity  with  which  the  con- 
.sideration  for  the  issue  of  paid  up  shares  must  be  described  in  the  filed  contract. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Turner  v.  Cowan,  9  B.  C.  354,  holding  transfer  of  prop- 
erty  at   value   is   good   payment   for   shares. 
Relief  from  liability  upon  void  contract  for  shares  of  stock. 

Cited  in  Re  Lake  Ontario  Nav.  Co.  20  Ont.  L.  Rep.  191,  holding  that  where 
contract  for   shares  of  stock  is   wliolly  void,  prompt  repudiation   of   contract   is 
sufficient  to  relieve  person  from  liability. 
Right  of  stockholder  to  test  validity  of  issue  of  stock. 

Cited  in  Lindsay  v.  Imperial  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  21  Ont.  L.  Rep.  375,  holding 
that  stockholder  may  svie  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  others  to  have  declared 
void  illegal  issue  of  stock  by  directors. 

7  E.  R.  C.  668,  RE  PATENT  FILE  CO.  40  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  190,  L.  R.  6  Cli.  S3, 
affirming  the  decision   of  the  Vice   Chancellor,   reported   in  23   L.  T.   N.   S. 
484,  19  Week.  Rep.  44. 
Implied  powers  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Granville  v.  Gregory,  83  Mo.  123,  53  Am.  Rep.  565,  hold- 
ing that  incorporated  medical  college  has  incidental  power  to  confer  diplomas  on 
graduates. 
—  To  borrow  and  pledge,  mortgage,  secure  or  prefer  creditors. 

Cited  in  Bickford  v.  Grand  Junction  R.  Co.  1  Can.  S.  C.  696;  Savannah  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  Lancaster,  62  Ala.  555, — holding  a  railroad  corporation  had  implied 
power  to  borrow  money  to  build  its  road  and  to  secure  such  debt  by  a  mortgage 
on  its  property;  McDougall  v.  Lindsay  Paper  Mill  Co.  10  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  247, 
liolding  same  in  case  of  manufacturing  corporation ;  Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Cobourg, 
P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  7  Ont.  Rep.  1,  holding  a  corporation  might  transfer  securities 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  loan  to  be  used  in  operation  of  the  corjiorate  enter- 
prise; Re  Farmers  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  30  Ont.  Rep.  337,  holding  a  corporation  had 
power  to  pledge  its  assets  as  secjirity  for  a  loan ;  Coats  v.  Donnell,  94  N.  Y.  168, 
on  corporation  as  having  the  power  to  execute  a  mortgage;  Re  Halifax  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  22  N.  S.  71;  Sidell  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  24  C.  C.  A.  216,  51  U.  S. 
App.  1,  78  Fed.  724, — on  insolvent  corporation  as  having  the  power  to  prefer 
one  corporation  to  another;   Real  Estate  Invest.  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  Bldg.  Soc. 

3  Ont.  Rep.  476,  in  implied  power  of  corporation  to  sell  or  mortgage  property; 
General  Auction  Co.  v.  Smith  [1891]  3  Ch.  432,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  723,  05  L.  T. 
N.  S.  188,  40  Week.  Rep.  106,  on  corporation  as  having  the  implied  power  to 
borrow  money. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  L.R.A.  810,  on  preference  by  insolvent  corporations:  35 
L.  ed.  U.  S.  59,  on  what  acts  and  contracts  of  corporation   are  ultra  vires. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Rockweld  Electoral  Div.  Agri.  Soc.  12  Manitoba  L.  Rep. 
655,  holding  defendant  society  because  of  its  quasi  publication  had  no  implied 
power  to  mortgage  its  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds  to  <jrect 
buildings. 
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The  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  cited  in  Re  Do  Veber,  21  N.  B,  410, 
on  right  of  corporation  to  mortgage  its  property  for  purpose  of  enabling  it  to 
earry  on   business. 
Implied  powers  oi"  partner  to  secure  debts. 

Cited  in  McClary  Mfg.  Co.  v.  H.  S.  Howland  Sons  &  Co.  9  B.  C.  479,  hold- 
ing an  assignment  of  chattels  followed  by  possession  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt 
is  binding  on  the  other  members  of  the  firm;  Re  Clough,  L.  R.  31  Ch.  Div.  324, 
:yb  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  77,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  716,  34  Week.  Rep.  9G,  holding  a  surviving 
partner  might  mortgage  partnership  property  as  security  for  a  past  partnership 
debt. 
Right  to  make  sale  of  corporate  property. 

Cited  in  Patrick  v.  Empire  Coal  &  Tramway  Co.  3  N.  B.  Eq.  Rep.  571,  holding 
a  sale  of  the  property  of  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts  was  prop- 
erly made  where  authorized  by  the  holders  of  the  majority  of  the  shares. 

Cited  in  1   Elliott,  Railr.  2d  ed.  590,   on  power  of  railroad  company  to  con- 
vey real  estate. 
Corporation   mortgage  of  property  by  deposit  of  title  deeds. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  National  Bank,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  507,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  823,  27 
L.  T.  N.  S.  433,  20  Week.  Rep.  939,  holding  a  company  could  effect  a  mortgage 
by  a  deposit  of  deeds  without  complying  with  the  formalities  required  by  their 
articles  of  association. 

7   E.   R.   C.   676,   RE   COMPAGNIE   GENERALE   DE   BELLEGARDE,   L,    R.   4 

Ch.  Div.  470,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  900,  25  Week.  Rep.  299. 
Power  of  corporation  to  issue  debentures  at  a  discount. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Shropshire  R.  Co.   [1893]   3  Ch.  307,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  80, 
7  Reports,  231,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  533,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  382;   Bank  of  Toronto  v. 
Cobourg,  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  10  Ont.  Rep.  37G, — on  power  of  directors  of  a  corporation 
to  issue  debentures  at  a  discount. 
Right  of  director  to  purchase  corporate  property. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Iron  Clay  Brick  Mfg.  Co.  19  Ont.  Rep.  113,  holding  a 
director  of  a  corporation  having  a  judgment  and  execution  against  it  would, 
where  he  purchased  the  property  of  corporation  at  a  mortgage  sale,  hold  such 
property  as  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  corporation. 

.7  E.  R.  C.  681,  RE  MATHESON  BROS.  L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div.  225,  51  L.  T.  N.  S.  Ill, 

32  Week.  Rep.  846. 
Jurisdiction  of  court  to  wind  up  foreign  corporation. 

Cited  ill  Allen  v.  Hanson,  18  Can.  S.  C.  667,  holding  a  winding  up  order  by  a 
Canadian  court  of  a  Scotch  corporation  doing  business  and  having  assets  and 
debts  in  Canada  was  valid;  Scott  v.  Hyde,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec,  18  B.  R.  138, 
liolding  that  a  foreign  company  doing  business  in  Canada  may  be  wound  up 
under  Canadian  act;  Re  Cushing  Sulphite  Fibre  Co.  37  N.  B.  254,  on  jurisdiction 
of  court  to  wind  up  foreign  corporation. 

Right  of  action  against  insolvent  as  affected  by  pending  action  in  a  for- 
eign jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Plummer  v.  Lake  Superior  Native  Copper  Co.  10  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  527, 
holding  a  final  judgment  might  be  given  against  a  corporation  incorporated  in 
England,    and   in    process    of    liquidation   there   but   doing   business   and   having 
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assets  and  liabilities  in  Canada;   Brand  v.  Green,  12  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  337,  on 
proceedings  against  insolvent  in  a  foreign  country  as  not  necessarily   a   bar  to 
an  action  against  insolvent. 
Effect  given  to  foreign  laws. 

Cited  in  Brand  v.  Green,  13  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  101,  on  effect  of  foreign  laws 
beyond  their  own  jurisdiction;  Re  Halifax  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  22  N.  S.  71,  refus- 
ing permission  to  institute  winding  up  proceedings  here  where  sucli  proceedings 
were  j^ending  in  England  against  English  corporation. 

7  E.  R.  C.  687,  RE  LLOYD  GENERALE  ITALIANO,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  219,  54 

L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  748,  33  Week.  Rep.  728. 

7  E.  R.  C.  691,  RE  CITY  OF  GLASGOW  BANK,  L.  R.  14  Ch.  Div.  028,  43  L. 

T.  N.  S.  279. 
Enforcement  of  foreign  judicial  order  for  call  on  stockholders. 

Cited  in  Re  Dominion  Cold  Storage  Co.  18  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  68,  holding  execution 
may  be  issued  in  tlie  winding  up  of  a  corporation  upon  the  order  of  a  court  of 
another  jurisdiction  upon  the  mere  production  of  a  properly  certifiefl  copy  of 
the  order. 

7  E.  R.  C.  093,  WALLACE  v.  UNIVERSAL  AUTOMATIC  MACH.  CO.  [1894] 
2  Ch.  547,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  598,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  852,  modifying  the  decision 
of  Kekewich,  J.,  reported  in  42  Week.  Rep.  428,  1  Manson,  315,  7  Reports, 
316. 

Covenant  of  corporation  for  payment  as   specific  time,   liow   affected   b.y 
winding  up  before  sncli  time. 
Cited   in   Eastern   Trust  Co.  v.  Gushing  Sulphite  Fibre  Co.  3  N.   B.  Eq.  Rep. 

392,  on  covenant  for  payment  on  a  specific  day  how  affected  by  winding  up  of 

company  Ijcfore  such  time. 

Debentures  as  floating  security  for  debts. 

Cited  in  Johnston  v.  Wade,  17  Ont.  L.   Rep.  372,  on   debentures  as  a   floating 

security  for  the  payment  of  debts. 

Form  of  judgment  to  protect  debenture  holders. 

Cited  in  Brinsley  v.  Lynton  &  L.  Hotel  &  Property  Co.   [1895]   W.  N.  53,  on 

form   of   judgment   to   protect   and  establish   rights   of   debenture   holders   in    re- 

ceiversliip  proceedings. 

7  E.  R.  C.  700,  RE  NATIONAL  AR:MS  &  AMMUNITION  CO.  L.  R.  28  Ch.  Div. 

474,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  673,  52  L.  T.  N.  S.  237,  33  Week.  Rep.  585. 
Payment  of  rates  for  part  occupancy. 

Cited   in   Re  Blazer  Firelighter  Co.   [1895]    1    Ch.  402,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.   161, 
13  Reports,  52,  71  L.  T.  N.  S.  065.  43  Week.  Rei).  .'JO-I.  <m  the  ascertainment  of 
when  rates  are  payable  in  full. 
Ijiability  of  company  for  taxes  imposed  before  it  is  wound   up. 

Cited  in  Re  Ideal  lIo\ise  Furnishers,  18  ^Manitoba  L.  Rep.  050.  holding  that 
taxes  imposed  i)efore  winding  up  of  company  has  commenced  can  only  rank  as 
ordinary  delits  in  absence  of  statutory  lien  or  charge. 
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7   E.  E.  C.  7U9,  RE  IIUMBER  IRONWORKS  &  STTIPBUILDING  CO.   L.   R.   4 
Ch.  643,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  712,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  reported  in  20  L.  T.  N.  S.  508. 
Allowance  of  intei-est  on  debts  of  insolvent  company. 

Cited  in  Re  Ebbw  Vale  Co.  L.  R.  5  Ch.  112,  20  L.  T.  X.  S.  964;  Hughes'  Claim, 
L.  R.  13  Eq.  623,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  373,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  500,  20  Week.  Rep.  522 : 
Whittingstall  v.  Grover,  55  L.  T.  N.  S.  213,  35  Weelc.  Rep.  4;  Re  Commercial 
Bank,  10  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  187, — on  the  allowance  of  interest  to  creditors  on 
the  liquidation  of  a  corapanj*. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.(X.S.)  431,  as  to  whether  stockholder's  liability 
for  debts  of  corporation  included  interest. 

—  Computation  from  beginning  of  wind  up. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Colborne  v.  Strawbridge,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  478,  40  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  93,  24  L.  T.  X.  S.  255,  19  Week.  Rep.  223,  holding  on  the  voluntary  wind- 
ing up  of  an  insolvent  company,  the  creditors  whose  debts  carry  interest  were 
entitled  to  dividends  upon  what  was  due  at  the  commencement  of  the  wind  up. 

Distinguished  in  Warrant  Finance  Co."s  Case,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  565,  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  86,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  122,  20  L.  T.  X.  S.  508,  18  Week.  Rep.  102,  liolding 
a  creditor  who  has  a  right  of  proof  for  the  same  debt  against  the  estates  of 
two  companies  in  liquidation  is  not  prevented  from  receiving  dividends  from 
both  estates  until  the  full  amount  of  his  debt  and  interest  is  satisfied. 

—  Interest  allowable  on  dividends. 

Cited  in  Chemical  Xat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong,  28  L.R.A.  231,  8  C.  C.  A.  155,  16 
U.  S.  App.  465,  59  Fed.  372,  holding  interest  cannot  be  allowed  on  dividends 
from  an  insolvent  national  bank  between  the  time  wlicn  they  are  declared  and 
subsequent   presentation   of   claims. 

7  E.  R.  C.  714,  KEXXEDY  v.  BROWX,  13  C.  B.  X.  S.  677,  9  Jur.  X.  S.  119, 

7  L.  T.  N.  S.  626,  11  Week.  Rep.  284,  32  L.  J.  C.  P.  X.  S.  137. 
See  S.  C.  1  E.  R.  C.  789. 

7  E.  R.  C.  714,  IMUNSTER  v.  LAMB,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  XL  S.  726,  49  L.  T.  X.  S. 

252,  L.   R.   11   Q.  B.  Div.  588,   32  Week.  Rep.  243. 
Immunity  for  judicial  acts. 

Cited  in  Root  v.  Rose,  6  X.  D.  575,  72  X.  \N.  1022,  holding  judge  immune  from 
civil  liability  though  he  acted  corruptly;  Banister  v.  Wakeman,  64  Vt.  203,  15 
L.R.A.  201,  23  Atl.  585,  on  motives  of  judges  in  the  performance  of  their  judicial 
acts  as  not  being  the  subject  of  judicial  inquiry. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  E.  R.  C.  47,  on  civil  liability  of  judges. 
Privilege  of  words  used  in  the  coui'se  of  judicial  or  legislative  proceed- 
ings. 

Cited  in  Hollis  v.  Meux,  69  Cal.  625,  58  Am.  Rep.  574,  11  Pac.  248,  holding  that 
specifications  filed  by  attorney  in  opposition  to  insolvent  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, cannot  be  considered  as  libelous:  Harlow  v.  Willoughby,  6  App.  D.  C. 
128,  holding  that  false  and  scandalous  matter  contained  in  answer  to  bill  in 
equity  and  concerning  complainant,  is  not  privileged  if  irrelevant,  and  if  libelous; 
will  subject  defendant  to  action  of  libel;  Sickels  v.  Kling,  31  Misc.  287,  04  X. 
Y.  Supp.  252,  holding  that  statement  made  in  brief  of  counsel  is  only  qualified- 
ly  privileged  and  extends  only  to  those  statements  that  are  material  and  perti- 
nent to  case;  Liles  v.  Gaster,  42  Ohio  St.  631;  Maulsby  v.  Reifsnider,  69  Md. 
Xotes  on  E.  R.  C— 53. 
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143,  14  Atl.  505, — holding  that  words  spokoii  bj  counsel  in  judicial  proceeding, 
if  made  with  reference  to  subject  matter  of  inquiry,  are  not  actionable  although 
they  may  be  false  and  malicious;  McGaw  v.  Hamilton,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  181, 
holding  that  defamatorj-  words  uttered  in  informal  discussion  of  borough  mat- 
ters are  qualifiedly  privileged,  and  burden  is  on  plaintiflf  to  show  that  they  were 
not  uttered  in  good  faitli;  Vauglm  v.  Congdon,  56  Vt.  Ill,  48  Am.  Rep.  758 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  immunity  of  counsel  from  action  for  slanderous  words 
spoken  in  course  of  trial;  Driscoll  v.  Collins,  31  X.  B.  604,  holding  that  questions 
asked  by  attorney  in  proper  conduct  of  trial  are  privileged ;  Lowther  v.  Baxter, 
22  X.  S.  372  (dissenting  opinion),  on  privilege  of  counsel  in  relation  to  slander- 
ous statements  wliile  conducting  trial  of  case;  Henderson  v.  Scott,  24  X.  S.  232, 
holding  that  words  impviting  unchastity  while  defendant  was  prosecuting  plaintiiV 
for  assault  before  magistrate  were  privileged;  Wilkins  v.  Major,  Rap.  Jud. 
Quebec,  22  C.  S.  264,  holding  that  Avords  in  answer  to  plea  of  party  to  suit  are 
privileged  where  made  in  good  faith;  Pedley  v.  Morris,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  2],  6") 
L.  T.  X.  S.  526,  40  Week.  Rep.  42,  holding  objections,  to  plaintiffs'  bill  of  costs, 
wliich  contained  defamatory  matter  were  privileged;  Law  v.  Llewellyn  [lOOfl] 
1  K.  B.  487,  75  L.  J.  K.  B.  X.  S.  320,  70  J.  P.  220,  54  Week.  Rep.  368,  94  L.  T. 
359.  Iiolding  defamatory  words  uttered  by  a  magistrate  in  the  course  of  his 
judicial  duties  with  reference  to  a  prosecutor  were  privileged;  Primrose  v.  Water- 
ston,  4  Eraser,  783,  on  whether  judge  is  privileged  in  the  use  of  defamatory 
words  in  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings. 

Cited  in  notes  in  22  L.R.A.  650,  on  libel  by  defamatory  words  in  pleading: 
9  E.  R.  C.  51,  on  what  proceedings  are  absolutely  privileged;  9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  54, 
on  effect  of  malice  of  words  otherwise  privileged;  1  E.  R.  C.  787,  on  privilege  of 
words   spoken   by  attorney   in  trial  of  case. 

Cited  in  1  Cooley,  Torts,  3d  ed.  427,  on  privileged  nature  of  statements  by  at- 
tornej'. 
—  Answers  of  witnesses. 

Cited  in  Blakeslee  v.  Carroll,  64  Conn.  223,  25  L.R.A.  106,  29  Atl.  473,  hold- 
ing that  testimony  before  committee  of  aldermen  investigating  charges  against 
tity  board  of  public  works  is  not  absolutely  privileged;  Buschbaum  v.  Heriot, 
5  Ga.  App.  521,  63  S.  E.  645,  holding  that  answers  of  witness  in  direct  re- 
sponse to  questions  by  counsel  are  absolutely  privileged;  Sebree  v.  Thompson, 
126  Ky.  223,  11  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  723,  103  S.  W.  374,  15  Ann.  Cas.  770,  holding  that 
statement  by  defendant  in  suit,  while  testifying  that  allegations  of  plaintiff 
while  testifying,  were  knowingly  false  is  absolutely  privileged;  Wright  v.  Lotli- 
rop,  149  Mass.  385,  21  X.  E.  963,  holding  that  statement  of  owner  of  building, 
made  before  legislative  committee,  that  he  believed  his  tenant  at  will  set  lire  to 
l)uilding,  if  made  in  good  faitli,  was  privileged:  llunckel  v.  Voneiff,  69  Md.  179, 
9  Am.  St.  Rep.  413,  14  Atl.  500,  holding  that  no  action  for  slander  will  lie 
against  witness  for  wliat  he  says  in  giving  evidence  in  judicial  proceeding: 
Clarke  v.  Creighton,  13  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  113,  holding  tliat  witness  is  not  liable  in 
livil  action  for  having  given  false  testimony  in  trial  of  civil  action;  Hibbard 
V.  CuUen,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec,  3  C.  S.  463,  holding  that  action  (hx's  not  lie  against 
witness  for  relevant  statements  made  by  him  under  oatli. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.R.A.  837,  on  privilege  of  witness  as  to  defamatory  tisti 
inony. 
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